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ABSTRACT 

In 1984, the Connecticut General Assembly authorized 
the creation of mastery tests in mathematics and language arts 
(listening, reading, and writing skills) for grades 4, 6, and 8. 
Criterion-referenced tests were developed to assess the essential 
skills that should be mastered at the end of grades 3, 5, and 7 and 
to identify students in need of remediation. Connecticut educators 
identified the skills and determined their appropriateness for each 
grade. The Grade 4 Mastery Test results for 1990 are provided. The 
Grade 4 Mathematics Test assessed 25 objectives in conceptual 
understanding, computational skills, problem solving/applications, 
and measurement/geometry. The 104-ite.n language arts test covers 
reading/listening and writing/locating information and examines nine 
objectives. In 1990, fourth-graders mastered an average of 21.2 of 
the 25 objectives, up slightly from the preceding year's figure of 
20.6. In language arts, fourth-graders mastered an average 6.3 of the 
9 objectives, as they did the preceding year. Writing scores and 
reading scores for grade 4 increased slightly. The scoring of the 
tests and equating to enable comparison with other years are 
discussed. Results for 1985 through 1990 are compared. Twelve charts 
summarize student achievement data. Thirteen appendices present test 
construction practices, specific objectives, the remedial standard 
setting process and committees, an overview of holistic scoring and 
marker papers for holistic scoring, the analytic rating guide and 
marker papers for analytic scoring, sample mastery test score 
reports, fall 1990 state by district reports in mathematics and 
language arts, the i rentage of students meeting the statewide goal 
in each content area y district on the Connecticut Mastery Test, 
types of community c ossifications, education reference group 
descriptions, and student participation rates. (SLD) 
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LEGISLATIVE BACKGROUND 



In June 19fJ^, the General Assembly of the State of Connecticut amended Section 
10-14 m-r of the Connecticut General Statutes, an act concerning Education 
Evaluation and Remedial Assistance (tERA). This law provides that: 

0 By May 1, 1985, each local or regional board of education shall have 
developed and submitted for State Board of Education approval, a new 
plan of educational evaluation and remedial assistance. Each plan 
had to address the following: 

0 the use of student assessment results for inslructioneil 
improvement; 

0 the identification of individual students in need of remedial 
assistance in language arts/reading and mathematics; 

0 the provision of remedial assistance to students with identified 
needs; and 

0 the evaluation of the effectiveness of the instructional 
programs in language arts/reading and mathematics. 

0 The State Board of Education shall administer an annual statewide 

mastery test in language arts/reading and mathematics to all fourth-, 
sixth- and eighth-grade students, with the following exceptions: 

0 Special Education students who are excluded by a Planning and 
Placement Team (PPT) decision; 

0 students who have been enrolled in an "English as a Second 
Language" program for two years or less; or 

0 students enrolled in a Bilingual Program (as defined in Section 
10-17e of the Connecticut General Statutes) for two years or 
less. 



0 Each student who scores below the statewide remedial standard on one 
or more parts of the eighth-grade mastery examination or the 
ninth-grade proficiency test shall be retested. These students shall 
be retested annually, using the eighth-grade mastery test, only in 
the deficient area(s) until such students score at or above Lhe 
statewide remedial standard(s). 

0 Biennially, each local or regional board of education shall submit to 
the State Board of Education a report which includes indicators of 
student achievement and instructional improvement. 

0 On a regularly scheduled basis, the State Board of Education shall 
complete field assessments of the implementation of local EERA plans. 
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0 On an anriual basis, test results and low income (i&ta shall be used to 
determine) the distribution of available state funds to support 
remedial assistance program;. 

The purpose of this report Is to provide' an overview and summary of th^- 
implementation of the fourtr^-^graiie Conntjctlcut Mastery Test. The mastery test 
assesses how well each student i.; i)erforming on those sk.ills identified by 
content experts and practicing «ducr.;or> as important for students entering 
fourth grade to have mastered. 



FOREWORD 



The Connecticut Mastery Test is a critical element in Connecticut's agenda to 
attain educational equity and excellence. The testing program assesses 
essential skills in mathematics and language arts, including listening, 
reading and writing, for grades four, six and eight students. Student 
achievement is measured and reported in relation to specific learning 
objectives that students reasonably can be expected to have mastered by the 
end of grades three, five and seven. 

The Connecticut Mastery Test provides valuable educational information which 
can be used to improve instruction and elevate the achievement of 
Connecticut's students. The test results are reported in a manner that 
identifies how well each student is succeeding in relation to clearly defined 
and meaningful standards. It is my hope that educators throughout the state 
use the results as a tool to gain a better understanding of the learnina 
occurring in our classrooms and the ways to increase learning in the 'uture. 

Connecticut Is committed to an annual cycle of assessment in order to promote: 

0 the monitoring of individual student achievement; 

0 the evaluation of instructional program effectiveness; 

0 educational goal setting; and 

0 remedial assistance program improvement. 

I encourage you to carefully review the mastery test results provided at the 
student, classroom and district levels. The Department is prepared to assist 
locul school districts in the areas of curriculum and professional development 
and test interpretation. 
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OVERVIEW OF THE MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM 



In the spring of 1984, the Connecticut General Assembly amended the Education 
Evaluation and Remedial Assistance (EERA) legislation to authorize the 
creation of mastery tests in the basic skill areas of mathematics and language 
arts, including listening, reading and writing skills. The tests were to be 
established for grades four, six and eight. 

The goals of the mastery testing program are: 

0 earlier identification of students needing remedial education; 

0 testing a more comprehensive range of academic skills; 

0 setting high expectations and standards for student achievement; 

0 more useful test achievement information about students, schools and 
di stricts; 

0 improved assessment of suitable equal educational opportunities; and 

0 continual monitoring of students in grades four, six and eight. 

The type of test that best addresses these goals is a criterion-referenced 
test. Criterion-referenced tests are designed to assess the specific skill 
levels of students. Such tests usually cover relatively small units oP 
content. Their scores have meaning in terms of what each student knows or can 
do. Test results are used to identify the areas of strengths and weaknesses 
of each student. 

MASTERY TEST CONTENT 

The CMT is designed to assess essential language arts/reading, writing and 
mathematics skills that can reasonably be expected to be mastered by most 
students by the end of the third, fif'.h and seventh grades. The specific 
skills to be tested within these content areas were identified by committees 
of educators from thro'jghout the state. In addition, surveys were sent to 
many teachers, administrators and parents to determine the appropriateness of 
these skills for the Mastery Test. A complete description of the procedures 
used in the development of the fourth-grade CMT can be found in Appendix A 
(p. 31). 

Mathematics 

The Mathematics Advisory Committee recommended a grade four mathematics test 
that assessed twenty-five (25) specific objectives in four domains: 
(1) Conceptual Understanding; (2) Computational Skills; (3) Problem 
Solving/Applications; and (4) Measurement/Geometry. There are four *-est items 
per objective for a total of 100 items on the mathematics test. A detailed 
list of domains and objectives is given in Appendix B (p. 35). 

Language Arts 

The Language Arts Advisory Committee recommended 1''y3-item grade four 
language arts test that covers two domains: Readi../ ..opening and 
Writing/Locating Information. Nine (9) objectives wert rw-commended by the 
Language Arts Advisory Committee. 
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The general content of Reading/Listening consisted of narrative, expository 
and persuasive passages on a variety of topics measuring a student's ability 
in: (1) Literal Comprehension; (2) Inferential Comprehension; and (3) 
Evaluative Comprehension. Audiotapes were used to assess students' listening 
comprehension ability in: (1) Literal Comprehension and (2) Inferential and 
Evaluative Comprehension. The Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) test was also 
used to assess reading. The DRP test included eight (8) passages and 
fi:ty-s1x (56) t3st items. It was designed to measure a student's ability to 
understand nonfictlon English prose at different levels of reading difficulty. 

The general content area of Writing/Locating Information consisted of three 
components. First, there was a writing sample for direct, holistic assessment 
of student writing. Each student was asked to write a composition on a 
designated topic. Writing was then judged on a student's demonstrated ability 
to convey information in a coherent and organized fashion. Second, the 
mechanics of good writing, which was defined as (1) Capitalization and 
Punctuation, (2) Spelling, Homonyms and Abbreviations and (3) Agreement, was 
assessed in a multiple-choice format. Third, Locating Information (Schedules, 
Maps, Index and Reference Use and Dictionary Meaning), measured students' 
ability to find and use information from the sources listed. A detailed list 
with objectives and number of Items per objective Is given in Appendix C 
(p. 37). 



FUTURE DEVELOPMENT 

The Connecticut State Department of Education (CSDE), In conjunction with 
content consultants and various CMT advisory commit U')s, has begun the 
development of the second generation of the CMT. I'l*^ current CMT is under 
review to determine which skills are appropriate for inclusion on the new 
test. In addition, new content areas and other forms of assess.Tient techniques 
(e.g., performance assessment and short-answer questions) are being 
considered. It is anticipated that the second generation CMT will be 
administered for the first time statewide in the fall of 1993. Items for this 
set of exams will initially be piloted in the fall of 1991 followed by a 
second pilot in the fall of 1992. 



SETTING MASTERY STANDARDS BY OBJECTIVE 

The essence of the Connecticut Mastery Test (CMT) is the establishment of a 
specific mastery standard against which each student's knowledge and 
competency on each objective can be compared. The mastery test incorporates 
appropriate and challenging expectations for Connecticut public school 
students. The goal of the CMT Program is for each student to achieve mastery 
of all objectives. The objectives being tested were identified as appropriate 
and reasonable for students at each of the grades tested. Tiiese tests are 
designed to measure a student's performance on these specific objectives. 

The process of establishing the irastery standards by objective used a 
statistical method that required two decisions to be utilized. The first 
decision defined a student who mastered a particular skill as one who had a 
951 chance of correctly answering each item within the objective. The second 
decision wa that the specific standard for each objective would Identify 99% 



ERIC -2- 



of the students who mastered the skill. By applying the two decision rules 
stated above to a binomial distribution table, mastery standards were 
established for the 25 mathefoatics objectives and the 9 language arts 
objectives. 

The mastery standards are as follows: 

0 In mathematics, for each of the 25 objectives, a student must answer 
correctly at least 3 out of 4 items. 

0 In language arts, for the 9 multiple-choice objectives with varying 
nuiibers of items, a student must answer correctly the following 
numbers of items: 

# Items Correct 
for Mastery 



WRITING MECHANICS 

(1) Capitalization & Punctuation 

(2) Spelling 

(3) Agreement 

LOCATING INFORMATION 

(4) Schedules, Maps, Table of Contents, 
Title Page and Dictionary 

LISTENING COMPREHENSION 

(5) Literal 

(6) Inferential and Evaluative 
READING COMPREHENSION 



9 out of 12 
7 out of 9 
11 out of 15 



8 out of 11 



5 out of 7 
9 out of 13 



(7) Literal 

(8) Inferential 

(9) Evaluative 



9 out of 12 
10 out of 14 
7 out of 10 



No mastery standards were set for the two holistic language arts measures 
neither the Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) test nor the Writing Sample, since 
these measures are not composed of objectives on which mastery coula be 
assessed. 



SETTING REMEDIAL (GRANT) STANDARDS 

In addition to mastery standards, Section 10-14 m-r of the Connecticut General 
Statutes requires that the Connecticut State Board of Education establish 
statewide standard,'? for remedial assistance in order to meet two 
responsibilities: 

0 to identify and monitor the progress of students in need of remedial 
assistance in language arts/reading and mathematics as part of the 
EERA field assessments; and 



ERIC 



J J 

-3- 



0 to distribute EERA funds based on the number of needy students 

statewide, as well as for use in the Chapter 2 and Priority School 
District Grants. 

Students who score below the remedial standard(s) are eligible for services 
provided for in EERA legislation. Remedial standards were established by the 
State Board of Education acting on the recommendations of committees that 
represented Connecticut citizens and educators, 'he standard-setting 
committees recommended the following remedial standards: 

1. In mathematics, a student who answers fewer than 69 of the 100 items 
(69%) correctly is required to receive further diagnosis by the local 
school district and, if necessary, to be provided with remedial 
assistance. 

2. In reading, a student whose Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) unit score 
is lower than 41 is required to receive further diagnosis and, if 
necessary, to be provided with remedial assistance. 

3. In writing, a student receiving a total holistic score less than 4 Is 
required to receive further diagnosis by the local school district 
and, if necessary, to be provided with remedial assistance. 

The mastery and remedial standards were established by the State Board of 
Education on June 23, 1985. For a detailed explanation of the remedial 
standard-setting process, see Appendix D (p. 39), 



STATEWIDE ACHIEVEMENT GOALS 

In addition to mastery and remedial standards, statewide achievement goals 
have been established in the content areas of mathematics, reading (DRP) and 
writing. These goals represent high expectations and high levels of 
achievement for Connecticut public school students. 

The achievement goals are as follows: 

0 In mathematics, all students must master 22 of 25 objectives tested. 

o In reading, a student must score a Degree of Reading Power (DRP) unit 
score of 50 with 70% comprehension. 

0 In writing, a student must score a total holistic score of 7 on a 
scale of 2 to 8. 



STUDENT GROWTH OVER TIME 

The Connecticut Mastery Test (CMT) program is designed to provide 
criterion-referenced information about the level of student mastery of 
objectives in grades four, six and eight. However, the basic scores reported 
for the mastery tests do not provide a system for evaluating achievement 
growth from grade four to grade six to grade eight. This is so because 
mastery decisions are based on student performance (mastery/non-mastery) on 
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objectives that are unique to grade level. Mastery of objectives cannot be 
compared directly across grade levels and tests because of the differences in 
the number of objectives, curriculum content and levels of difficulty. In 
order to make valid interpretations across grade levels, the mastery test 
performance must first be linked using a procedure called vertical equating. 



Purpose of Vertical Equating 

Vertical equating is a psychometric technique for comparing tests at all 
ability levels. This is accomplished by putting thim on a new scale which is 
common to the tests. Vertical equating is based on two assumptions. The 
first is that learning is continuous. The second is that instruction in each 
area is related to increased achievement in that area. These assumptions 
enable test developers to create a scale score that covers a wide range of 
content over several grades. The type of equating that leads to the 
development of the^e "growth scales" is known as vertical equating. The 
development of growth scales is a common practice and has been used 
successfully in the development of a variety of achievement test batteries. 
The purpose of vertical equating is to provide one scale score system which 
can be used to compare performance across multiple grade levels. This score 
system enables test users to interpret test score information over time 
without altering the basic nature of the testing program. This achievement 
growth can be monitored over time on the basis of student performance on the 
CMT across grades. 



Development of Vertical Scales 

In order to develop a vertical scale, peiformance on the grade four, grade six 
and grade eight mastery tests was statistically linked. This was accomplished 
during the 1987 administration of the CMT using representative statewide 
samples of approximately 5,000 sixth-grcde students and approximately 7,000 
eighth-grade students. Each group of students at grade six and grade eight 
was administered the appropriate on-grade level test form of the CMT along 
with one below-grade level section of the CMT. Specifically, each group of 
eighth-grade students took the grade eight test as usual and a part of the 
grade six test. Likewise, each sixth-jrade group took the grade six test as 
usual along with a section of the grade four test. Each sample of students 
took only one below-level section of the CMT involving approximately one hour 
of additional testing time. Performance on the below-level items was not 
counted toward the CMT scores of individual students. For each of these 
linking samples, item difficulty estimates were obtained for the on-grade and 
below-grade level items by analyzing all items together as one test. Once 
items from the on-grade and below-grade level tests were linked, item 
difficulties from each level of the CMT were adjusted to a common metric to 
produce the vertical scale. 

Vertical scales were established in the content areas of mathematics and the 
reading comprehension section of the language arts test. For each grade and 
content area, every correct score corresponds to a specific value on a common 
score scale (vertical scale). Each of the vertical scales was constructed so 
that each scale score point represents the same theoretical achievement level 
whether derived from a score on the grade four test, a score on the grade six 
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test or a score on the grade eight test. This allows valid Interpretations of 
growth across time using tests differing in content, length and item 
difficulty. All items on the mathematics and reading comprehension tests were 
used in the development of the vertical scales. The writing and language arts 
tests were not scaled because of the nature of these assessment processes. 
The Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) test employs DRP unit scores which are 
already on a common scale across grades, obviating the need for any other 
development. (For more information see Congero, W.O., 1989, The Development 
of Vertical Scales to Enhance the Evaluation of Assessmt".-it Data. Paper 
presented at the annual conference of the National Council of Measurement in 
Education, San Francisco, CA. This paper is available through the Student 
Assessment and Testing Unit of the Bureau of Evaluation and Student 
Assessment. ) 

Scaled scores can be used to measure growth over time because CMT scores from 
all three grade levels have been placed on a common scale. These scales 
provide a means of monitoring students' academic progress from grade to 
grade. Before the scales were developed, it was difficult to assess the 
performance of groups of test takers as they moved from grade to grade because 
of differences in test length, curriculum content covered and levels of 
difficulty on the fourth-, sixth- and eighth-grade tests. 

Since students who took the fourth-grade test in 1987 subsequently took the 
sixth-grade test in 1989, change in test performance can be assessed across 
two years' time. Similarly, change in performance can be assessed for 1990 
sixth graders who took the grade four test in 1988. A summary of the overall 
growth in performance for these two groups of students in the content areas of 
mathematics and reading comprehension can be found in the 1990-91 Grade 6 
Summary and Interpretations Manual. Students who took the fourth-grade test 
in 1985 subsequently took the sixth-grade test in 1987 and the eighth-grade 
test in 1989. Similarly, students who took the fourth-grade test in 1986 
subsequently took the sixth-grade test in 1988 and the eighth-grade test in 
1990. A summary of the overall growth in performance for these groups of 
students in the ,.- '*tent areas of mathematics and reading comprehension can be 
found in the 1990-:^1 Grade 8 Summary and Interpretations Manual. 

NORMATIVE INFORMATION 

The CMT program is designed to provide detailed information about fourth-', 
sixth- and eighth-grade students' mastery of specific skills and objectives. 
The provision of national norms with CMT results is intended to enhance the 
usefulness and flexibility of mastery test information by offering a bridge to 
conventional norm-referenced testing programs. The decision to provide 
normative information with the CMT does not change the essential purposes of 
our criterion-referenced testing program. The CMT will continue to be used 
for diagnostic and other instructional purposes with results reported at the 
student, classroom, school, district and state levels. 

In particular, national norms provide greater: 

0 Test Economy. By providing national norms with CMT results, school 
districts can eliminate their standardized testing programs at these 
grades, thus saving money and undue testing time while retaining 
normative data. 
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0 Test Efficiency. Federal compensatory programs require the 

systematic testing of students using instruments that can provide 
normative Information. Because norms are provided with the CMT, 
school districts will not have to "double test" compensatory program 
students. This service allows for increased instructional time for 
these students. 

0 Test Interpretabllity. Criterion-referenced test (CRT) programs 

may be criticized because the public has difficulty Interpreting CRT 
performance. National norms will assist in the interpretation of CMT 
performaf.ee by providing a traditional benchmark with which the 
public is familiar. 



Development of Norms 

In order to provide estimated national norm-referenced d^ta based on CMT 
performance, items on the CMT were statistically linked to items on a 
nationally norm-referenced test (NRT). Content-appropriate items from a 
nationally normed host test were included on the CMT to provide a common 
referent to both tests. Test equating procedures were then used to link CMT 
items with the normed test by placing all the items on a common scale. With 
this linkage in place, estimates of how the performance of Connecticut 
students compares to a national sample could be made. The NRT used to 
accomplish this task was the sixth edition of the Metropolitan Achievement 
T(^st (MAT-6), normed in 1986. The equating of the CMT to the MAT-6 enabled 
group summary scores on the CMT to be interpreted relative to the MAT-6 
nationally representative normative data. 

1;k» CMT was initially equated to the MAT-6 during the pilot testing phase to 
investigate the relationship of the test content and material between the two 
tests and the differential nature of the items included on the CMT ann MAT-6. 
In addition, these preliminary data provided a benchmark by which the 
stabilUy of the link could be monitored over time. The stability issue is 
monitorea iach year by readmini stering MAT-6 items during CMT administrations 
using representative statewide samples. The comparison of these data with 
prior information provides the information necessary to identify the 
instructional effects on student performance over time and to update the 
CMT/MAT-6 link as appropriate. This monitoring and updating ensures the 
continued accuracy of the normative estimates. 



RESEARCH OPTIONS PROGRAM 

The Research Options Program is a free service provided by the Connecticut 
State Department of Education (CSDE) to help educators and educational 
policymakers gain access to the extensive information available from the 
Connecticut Mastery Test (CMT). Participation in the Research Options Program 
IS completely voluntary. * 

The Research Options Program allows educators and educational policymakers 
(I.e., superintendents, principals, researchers, evaluators and school board 
members) to benefit from customized research investigations designed to suit 
their individual needs or questions. Many school districts have taken 
.'.ivantage of the Research Options Program in previous years to successfully 
f. -.dress special local concerns. 



The Research Options Program provides a number of ways of examining student 
achievement, as measured by the CMT. For example, one method is to compare 
aggregated student test scores obtained from the CMT in two or more categories 
of interest. Categories might include males and females, special program 
students compared to non-special program students, or any other comparison. 
These reports include tables that show the proportion of students mastering 
each objective, average number of objectives mastered and the achievement 
indicators for students on each component of the test under consideration. 
These breakdowns allow district personnel to directly compare the performance 
of specific groups of students. In addition, graphics are provided, as 
appropriate, with each report. Graptu help simplify the task of interpreting 
data and convey information in a compact visual format. 

The Research Options component of the CMT has grown a great deal since the 
first study was performed on the Connecticut Basic Skills Proficiency Test 
almost a decade ago. This year, test directors and evaluators in 28 districts 
took advantage of this valuable resource to address questions of local 
interest. In addition, statewide programs such as Bilingual Evaluation, 
Chapter I and School Effectiveness have used the research options to obtain 
useful information for participants in over 100 districts. [For more 
information see Mooney, R.F., 1989, The Connecticut Mastery Test Research 
Options Program: The Application of State Criterion-Referenced Test Reports 
for Local Research Needs. Paper presented at the annual conference of the 
National Council of Measurement in Education, San Francisco, CA. See also the 
Research Potions Handbook (1988) provided by the Connecticut State Department 
of Education. (These references are available through the Student Assessment 
Unit of the Bureau of Evaluation and Student Assessment.)] 



TEST ADMINISTRATION AND SCORING 

The regular administration of the Connecticut Mastery Test (CMT) for 1990 was 
conducted using Form D during a three-week period commencing on September 24, 
1990. Test sessions were conducted by local school district staff under the 
supervision of local test coordinators who had been trained by staff of the 
Connecticut State Department of Education (CSDE) and The Psychological 
Corporation (TPC). A student who took all subtests participated in 
approximately six and one-half hours of testing. 

The Grade 4 Connecticut Mastery Test had seven testing sessions. 

Mathematics I (60 minutes) 

Mathematics II (60 minutes) 

Writing Sample (45 minutes) 

Degrees of Reading Power (55 minutes) 

Reading Comprehension (60 minutes) 

Listening Comprehension (45 minutes) 

Writing Mechanics/Locating Information (60 minutes) 

At the conclusion of the make-up testing period, answer booklets were returned 
to TPC in San Antonio, Texas for optical scanning and scoring, and then 
organized in preparation for holistic scoring workshops. 
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Scoring of the Language Arts and Mathematics Tests 



The mathematics and language arts multiple-choice tests were machine-scored by 
TPC. Mathematics scores were reported for the total test as well as for 
mastery by each objective. Language arts scores were reported for mastery of 
each objective only. 



Scoring of the Writing Sample 

Every writing sample was scored by Connecticut educators using a technique 
known as the holistic scoring method. Holistic scoring is an impressionistic 
and quick scoring process that rates written products on the basis of their 
overall quality. It relies upon the scorers' trained understanding of the 
general features that determine distinct levels of achievement on a scale 
appropriate to the group of writing pieces being evaluatea. All participants 
received on-site training and were required to demonstrate a clear 
understanding of the scoring criteria prior to actually scoring student 
essays. Each paper receives a final score between 2 and 8, where 2 represents 
a poor paper and 8 represents a superior paper. A thorough description of the 
training and scoring process, including sample papers representing different 
holistic scores, is presented in Appendix E (p. 45;. 



Analytic Scoring 

All papers receiving holistic scores at or below the remedial standard of 4 
also received analytic scoring in four categories (traits): focus, 
organization, support/elaboration and conventions. Analytic scoring is a 
thorough, trait-by-trait analysis of those components of a writing sample that 
are considered Important to any piece of writing in any context. This scoring 
procedure can provide a comprehensive picture of a student's writing 
performance if enough traits aie analyzed. It can identi-' those traits that 
make a piece of writing effective or Ineffective. However, the traits need to 
be explicit and well defined so that the raters understand and agree upon the 
basis for making judgments about the writing sample. The analytic rating 
guide and sample marker papers for the analytic scoring are presented in 
Appendix F (p. 57). 



Scoring of the Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) Test 

The DRP multiple-choice test was machine-scored by TPC. The scores reported 
are in DRP units. Tjiese scores identify the difficulty or readability level 
of prose that a student can comprehend. This makes it possible to match the 
difficulty of written materials with student ability. These scores can be 
better interpreted by referring to the readability levels of some general 
reading materials as shown below: 

0 Elementary textbooks (grades 3-5) -^^35-58 DRP Units 

0 Fiction Section - children's magazines - 48 DRP Units 

A much more extensive list of reading materials is contained and rated in the 
Readability Report, Seventh Edition, published by The College Board. 
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The conversion between DRP unit scores and raw scores can be made from the 
tabled values obtainable through the Student Assessment and Testing Unit of 
the Bureau of Evaluation and Student Assessment. 



SCHOOL DISTRICT TEST RESULTS REPORTING 

The CMT school district reports are designed to provide useful and 
comprehensive test achievement information about districts, schools and 
students. Four standard test reports are generated to assist superintendents, 
principals, teachers, parents and students to understand and use 
criterion-referenced test results. Appendix G (p. 61) presents samples of the 
district, school, class and parent/student diagnostic score reports. 



FALL 1990 STATEWIDE TEST RESULTS 

The Grade 4 Connecticut Mastery Test provides a comprehensive evaluation of 
student performance on specific skills that Connecticut educators feel are 
important at the beginning of fourth grade. The mastery test's greatest 
instructional utility lies in its Identification of areas of student weakness 
and strength. These results profile the statewide results. Each school 
district also receives a full complement of reports that identify patterns of 
academic strength and weakness at the district, school, classroom and 
individual student levels. 

Chart 1 (p. 12) gives a statewide summary of the average number of objectives 
mastered (mathematics and language arts), average writing and reading scores, 
the number of students scored, the number of students scoring at or above the 
remedial standard (where applicable) and the percent of students scoring at or 
above the remedial standard (where applicable). 
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The following are highlights of the 1990 Grade 4 CMT results: 
MATHEMATICS 

0 Fourth graders mastered an average of 21.2 of the 25 objectives 
tested, up slightly from last year's figure of 20.6. 

0 A total of 88.3% of the students scored at or above the remedial 
standard, up slightly from last year's figure of 86.9%. 

0 A total of 61% of the students scored at or above the mathematics 
goal, an increase from last year's figure of 54%. 

LANGUAGE ARTS 

0 Fourth graders mastered an average of 6.3 of the 9 objectives tested, 
representing no change from last year^ 

WRITING 

0 Fou.'th graders averaged 5.1 on a scale of 2 to 8, up slightly ^vom 
last year's 5.0. 

0 A total of 87.8% of the students scored at or above the remedial 
standard, an Increase from last year's figure of 85.8%. 

0 A total of 18% of the students scored at or above the writing goal 
representing no change frci last year's figure of 18%. 

READING 

0 Fourth graders averaged 48 units on the Degrees of Reading Power 
(DRP) test; up slightly from last year's average of 47 units. 

0 A total of 72.9% of the students scored at or above the remedial 
standard, a slight increase from last year's figure of 72.4%. 

0 A total of 49% of the students scored at or above the reading goal 
representing no change from last year's figure of 49%. 
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CHART 1 

1990 CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST RESULTS 
GRADE 4 STATEWIDE SUMMARY 



AVERAGE 

NUMBER OF NUMBER OF STUDENTS AT OR ABOVE 

OBJECTIVES STUDENTS REMEDIAL STANDARD* 

SUBJECT MASTERED SCORED NUMBER PERCENT 



MATHEMATICS 21.2 34.265 30.258 88.3% 
LANGUAGE ARTS 6.3 34,002 



AVERAGE 
HOLISTIC SCORE 

WRITING SAMPLE 5.1 33.841 29.720 87.8% 



AVERAGE DRP 
UNIT SCORE 

READING 48 34.155 24.907 72.9% 



* MATHEMATICS REMEDIAL STANDARD = 69 ITEMS CORRECT 
WRITING REMEDIAL STANDARD = 4 

READING REMEDIAL STANDARD = 41 DRP UNITS 



Mathamatlcs 



In mathematics, fourth graders mastered an average of 21.2 objectives or 
84.8%, of the 25 objectives tested. While the state's goal is that ail 
students master every objective, an interim standard (22 of 25 objectives 
mastered) has been established which represents a high level of mathematics 
achievement. Chart 2 (p. 15) illustrates that, statewide, students 
demonstrated strength (B5t or more students achieving mastery) in the basic 
conceptual and computational skills and simple applications objectives of 
addition/subtraction facts with and without regrouping; identifying 
shapes/angles/sides and objects in arrays; rewriting numbers using expanded 
notation; rei.ding and interpreting graphs and tables; telling time; 
determining the value of a set of coins; and identifying number sentences and 
needed information from problems and solve story problems with addition and 
subtraction. However, students did not perform as effectively (fewer than 50% 
of the students achieving mastery) on the objective of rewriting numbers by 
regrouping. This objective assesses the understanding of place value as well 
as regrouping for multi-digit computation. 

Chart 3 (p. 16) illustrates the percent of students, statewide, achieving 
mastery on selected numbers of objectives. This chart indicates that the 
percent of students mastering fewer than 22 objectives has steadily declined 
from 1985 to 1990. Furthermore, during that same time period, the percent of 
students mastering at least 22 objectives has dramatically increased from 42% 
in 1985 to 61% in 1990. 

Students getting fewer than 69 questions correct on the 100-question 
mathematics section (11.7%) were identified as needing further diagnosis and 
possible remedial instruction. a u 

There continues to be a consistent pattern throughout the mathematics subtests 
of student strengths in primarily computational skills and easy one-step 
routine applications. These strengths are offset by an equally clear pattern 
of student weaknesses on higher order objectives involving more than routine 
conceptual understanding or simple application of skill. For example 
students are consistently strong in their ability to recall number facts and 
compute with whole numbers. However, there is consistent weakness in working 
with fractions, making estimates and solving 2-step or non-routine problems. 

Language Arts 

In lanciuage arts, fourth grade students averaged 6.3 objectives, or 70.0% of 
the 9 objectives tested. The state's goal is that all students master eve?y 
objective. Chart 4 (p. 17) illustrates that students did reasonably well on 
writing mechanics, as well as locating information and literal readinq 
anri^'IS^fn^Hi;; "TT" ^^^'^"""s were found in the higher order inferential 
and evaluative listening and reading comprehension objectives. These results 
ind cate that students need to learn more effective comprehension strategies 
while simultaneously being exposed to a wide variety of reading selection^ 
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In writing, fourth grade students averaged 5.1 points on a scale of 2 through 8. 
The state's goal is that all students be able to produce an organized, 
well-supported piece of wriMng, that is, a holistic score of 7 or 8. Chart 5 
'p. 18) illustrates that 18% of the students produced an organized, 
well-supported piece of writing (scores of 7 or 8), and an additional 43X 
produced a paper which is generally well organized (scores of 5 or 6). A total 
of 211 of the students scored a 4, which indicates minimally proficient writing, 
while the remaining 12% scored below the remedial standard (scores of 2 or 3). 

In reading (Degrees of Reading Power test), fourth-grade students average 48 
units on a scale of 15 through 99. The state's goal is that all students be able 
to read with high comprehension those materials typically used at the fourth 
grade or above; that is, at least 50 on the DRP unit scale. Chart 6 (p. 19) 
illustrates that 49% of the students scored at least 50 on the DRP score scale. 
24% scored between 41 and 49 and 27% scored below the remedial standard of 41. 
The average score of 48 suggests that Connecticut fourth graders typically can 
read and comprehend expository materials normally used up to grade four. These 
results indicate that students may need to be exposed to more nonfiction 
materials in the primary grades with an emphasis on helping them learn to read 
and organize the information from these materials. 
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CHART 2 

MATHEMATICS: PERCEN I OF STUDENTS ACHIEVING MASTERY FOR EACH OBJECTIVE 

CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS 



1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

5. 



DETERMINE 1 AND 10 MORE/LESS THAN # 
EXTEND PATTERNS: #'S AND ATTRIBUTES 
ORDER WHOLE NUMBERS 
REWRITE #'S BY EXPANDED NOTATION 
REWRITE #'S BY REGROUPING: 10'S & I'S 

6. ID FRACTIONAL PARTS OF REGIONS/SETS 

7. RELATE MULT/DIV FACTS TO PICTURES 

COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS 

8. ADDITION/SUBTRACTION FACTS TO 18 

9. ADD/SUBTRACT WITHOUT REGROUPING 

10. ADD 1- & 2-DIGIT #'S WITH REGROUPING 

11. ESTIMATE SUMS/DIFFERENCES TO 100 

12. MULTIPLY/DIVIDE BY 2, 5, 10 

PROBLEM SOLVING/APPLICATIONS 

13. IDENTIFY OBJECTS IN AN ARRAY 

14. READ/INTERPRET GRAPHS/PICTOGRAPHS 

15. READ/INTERPRET TABLES/CHARTS 

16. ID NUMBER SENTENCES FROM PICTURES 
ID NUMBER SENTENCES FROM PROBLEMS 
SOLVE STORY PROBLEMS WITH +/- 
^OLVE STORY PROBLEMS/EXTRA INFO 
DENTIFY NEEDED INFO IN PROBLEMS 



17 
18 
19 
20. 



S( 



MEASUREMENT/GEOMETRY 



21. MEASURE LENGTHS/IDENTIFY UNITS 

22. ESTIMATE LENGTHS/AREAS 

23. TELL TIME TO NEAREST 1, 1/2, 1/4 HOUR 

24. DETERMINE VALUE OF A SET OF COINS 

25. IDENTIFY SHAPES/ANGLES/SIDES 






30 40 50 



f 

60 70 
PERCENT OF STUDENTS 



This bar Chart mutates .he percent of «udenb, s.a.ewlSe, who m^ni each ol the 25 mathematics oblecti.ee 
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CHART 3 

MATHEMATICS: COMPARISON OF PERCENT OF STUDENTS ACHIEVING MASTERY ON SELECTED NUMBERS OF 

OBJECTIVES FOR 1985 THROUGH 1990 

100 I 

70 i ■ 1985 ■ 1986 □ 1987 [] 1988 □ 1989 Q 1990 



60 



50 



c 
o 

I ^0 



c 

8 

30 

Q. 



20 



) 13% 



10 




9% 9% 8% 



A i 



15% 



113% 



l!2%12% 11% 
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31% 



129% 



|28% 27% 




^22% 



61% 



Fewer than 14 



18-21 



22-25 




14-17 

Number of Objectives 

This bar chart illustrates the percent of students, statewide, whose total numbers of objectives mastered fell within one of the indicated ranges 
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LANGUAGE ARTS: PERCENT OF STUDENTS ACHIEVING MASTERY FOR EACH OBJECTIVE 
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WRITING MECHANICS 

1. CAPITALIZATION AND PUNCTUATION 

2. SPELLING/HOMONYMS/ABBREVIATIONS 

3. AGREEMENT 

LOCATING INFORMATION 

4. SCHEDULES/MAPS/BOOKS/DICTIONARIES 

LISTENING COMPREHENSION 

5. LITERAL 

6. INFERENTIAL/EVALUATIVE 
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I] 71% 
71% 



83% 



88% 



66% 



57% 
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READING COMPREHENSION 



7. LITERAL 



8. INFERENTIAL 

9. EVALUATIVE 
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This bar chart Illustrates the percent of students, statewide, who mastered each of the nine language arts ob|ectives. 



CHART 5 
WRITING SAMPLE: 
PERCENT OF STUDENTS AT EACH SCORE POINT 
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HOLISTIC WRITING SCORES 



This bar chart illustrates the distribution of students who received each holistic writing 
score, statewide. Holistic writing scores are interpreted as follows: a student who scores 7 
or 8 has produced a paper which is well written with developed supportive detail; a student 
who scores 5 or 6 has produced a paper which is generally well organized with supportive 
detail; a student who scores 4 is minimally proficient; and a studeVit who scores 2 or 3 is in 
need of further diagnosis and possible remedial assistance. 
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CHART 6 

DEGREES OF READING POWER«(DRP)' 
PERCENT OF STUDENTS AT SELECTED RANGES OF DRP UNIT SCORES 
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49% 



27% 



24% 



40 AND BELOW 



41-49 

DRP UNIT SCORES 



50 AND ABOVE 



This bar chart illustrates the distribution of students, statewide, scoring in each of three 
Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) score categories. DRP score categories are interpreted 
as follows: a student who scores 50 DRP units or above has met the statewide Reading 
Goal and can read, with high comprehension, materials which are typically used at grade 4 
or above; a student who scores 41-49 DRP units can read, with high comprehension, 
materials which are typically used below grade 4 but above the Remedial Standard; and a 
student who scores 40 DRP units or below is in need of further diagnosis and possible 
remedial assistance. 
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CHART 7 



COMPARISON OF STATEWIDE AVERAGE SCORES FOR 1085 THROUGH 1990 
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CHARTS 

MATHEMATICS: COMPARISON OF THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS 
ACHIEVING MASTERY IN EACH OBJECTIVE FOR 1985 THROUGH 1990 



OBJECTIVE 


P iRCENT OF STUDENTS 
S" UDENTS AT MASTERY 


PERCENTAGE POINT 
GAIN FROM 
1935 TO 1990 




1985 


1986 


1987 


1988 


1989 


1990 




CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS 
















1 HFTFRMIMP 1 AMD 10 MnRF/l F«5Q TI-IAM ii 


91% 


92% 


93% 


91% 


91% 


93% 


^ /o 


2. EXTEND PATTERNS: #*S AND ATTRIBUTES 


72% 


75% 


78% 


69% 


71% 


77% 


5% 


3. ORDER WHOLE NUMBERS 


78% 


82% 


84% 


83% 


83% 


83% 


5% 


4. REWRITE #'S BY EXPANDED NOTATION 


96% 


96% 


96% 


96% 


96% 


95% 


^1% 


5. REWRITE #'S BY REGROUPING: 10'S & 1'S 


35% 


39% 


41% 


45% 


48% 


49% 


14% 


6. ID FRACTIONAL PARTS OF REGIONS/SETS 


73% 


85% 


86% 


90% 


90% 


83% 


10% 


7. RELATE MULT/DIV FACTS TO PICTURES 


54% 


61% 


62% 


59% 


60% 


71% 


17% 


















8. ADDITION/SUBTRACTION FACTS TO 18 


91% 


97% 


97% 


98% 


98% 


97% 


6% 


9. ADD/SUBTRACT WITHOUT REGROUPING 


95% 


96% 


97% 


97% 


97% 


96% 


1% 


10. ADrj 1- & 2.DIGIT #'S WITH REGROUPING 


89% 


87% 


88% 


84% 


85^ ^0 


92% 


3% 


11. ESTIMATE SUMS/DIFFERENCES TO -"OO 


28% 


46% 


52% 


49% 


51^'o 


59% 


31% 


12. MULTIPLY/DIVIDE BY 2. 5, 10 


79% 


80% 


81% 


78% 


787o 


80% 


1% 


PROBLEM SOLVING/APPLICATION 
















13. IDENTIFY OBJECTS/NUMBERS IN AN ARRAY 


82% 


87% 


88% 


89% 


90% 


87% 


5% 


1A RP AH/IMTPRPRPT r^RAPW^^/PlPTOf^DAPUQ 


89% 


90% 


91% 


92% 


93% 


95% 


D /o 


15. READ/INTERPRET TABLEF.CHARTS 


7P'b 


84% 


86% 


90% 


91% 


92% 


14% 


It: ID NUMBER SENTENCES FROM PICTURES 


57% 


58% 


60% 


60% 


62% 


79% 


22% 


17 ID NUMBER SENTENCES FROM PROBLEMS 


91% 


91% 


92% 


93% 


93% 


93% 


2% 


18. SOLVE STORY PROBLEMS WiTH +/- 


83% 


76% 


78% 


85% 


85% 


91% 


8% 


19. SOLVE STORY P.'-^OBS WITH EXTRA INFO 


73% 


63% 


65% 


78% 


79% 


77% 


4% 


20. IDENTIFY NE^ JED INFO IN PROBLEMS 


79% 


82% 


83% 


83% 


83% 


87% 


8% 


MEASUREMEUT/GEOMETRY 
















21. MEASURE LENGTHS/IDENTIFY UNITS 


76% 


79% 


8^% 


82% 


83% 


78% 


2% 


22. ESTIMATE LENGTHS/AREAS 


70% 


79% 


81% 


72% 


72% 


80% 


10% 


23. TELL TIME TO NEAREST 1. 1/2. 1/4 HOUR 


86% 


90% 


91% 


94% 


95% 


91% 


5% 


24. DETERMINE VALUE OF A SC^" Of COINS 


91% 


93% 


94% 


92% 


92% 


92% 


1% 


25. IDENTIFY SHAPES/ANGLES/SIDES 


97% 


97% 


97% 


97% 


97% 


99% 


2% 



3 b 

-22- 



CHART 9 

LANGUAGE ARTS: COMPARISON OF THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS 
ACHIEVING MASTERY IN EACH OBJECTIVE FOR 1985 THROUGH 1990 



OD ICPTiWC 


PERCENT OF STUDENTS 
AT MASTERY 


PERCENTAGE POINT 
GAIN FROM 
1985 TO 1990 




1985 


1986 


1987 


1988 


1989 


1990 




WKiiING McCHANlCS 
















1. CAPITALIZATION AND PUNCTUATION 


7\% 


83% 


85% 


70% 


72% 


71% 


-3% 


2. SPELLING/HOMONYMS/ABBREVIATIONS 


66% 


62% 


62% 


68% 


67% 


71% 


5% 


3. AGREEMENT 


80% 


81% 


82% 


84% 


84% 


oo /o 


3% 


LOCATING INFORMATION 
















4. SCHEDULES/MAPS/BOOKS/DICTIONARIES 


81% 


85% 


87% 


88% 


89% 


88% 


7% 


LISTENING COMPRPHPM^mKl 
















5 LITERAL 


73% 


54% 


55% 


68% 


68% 


66% 


-7% 


6. INFERENTIAUEVALUATIVE 


60% 


64% 


66% 


74% 


74% 


57% 


-3% 


READING COMPREHENSION 
















7. LITERAL 


67% 


71% 


73 Vo 


65% 


66% 


72% 


5% 


8 INFERENTIAL 


51% 


58% 


60% 


52% 


53% 


67% 


16% 


9 EVALUATIVE 


55% 


52% 


54% 


51% 


52% 


58% 


3% 
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CHART 10 

COMPARISON OF THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS 
SCORING AT OR ABOVE THE REMEDIAL STANDARD 
IN EACH SUBJECT AREA FOR 1985 THROUGH 1990 
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CHART 11 

COMPARISON OF THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS 
SCORING AT OR ABOVE THE GOAL 
IN EACH SUBJECT AREA FOR 1985 THROUGH 1990 
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CHART 12 

COMPARISON OF STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT IN RELATION TO THE REMEDIAL STANDARDS 

1985 THROUGH 1990 ADMINISTRATIONS 



4n 

ERIC 







1985 




1986 




1987 




1988 




1989 




1990 




NUWeER 


PERCENT 


NUMBER 


r^rfwcn i 






NUWotn 




NUMBER 


PERCENT 


NUMBER 


PERCENT 


STUDENTS AT OK' ABOVE THE STANDARD: 


























OH ALL TWREE TESTS 


17.499 


56.6 


18,31 1 


59.8 


19.840 


63 9 


1 9 367 






04. y 


22,788 


66.2 


ON TWO OF THE TESTS 


5.647 


16 9 


6.109 


19 9 


5.997 


1 9 3 


6 590 






1 y u 


6.571 


19.1 


ON ONE OF THE TESTS 


3.913 


13 1 


3.617 


1 1 6 


3.341 


10 8 


3.863 


12 1 


3,346 


10 1 


3,379 


9 6 


ON NONE OF THE TESTS 


2.622 


9 4 


2.566 


6 5 


1.867 


6.0 


2.259 


7.0 


1.975 


6 0 


1.666 


4 6 




NUMBER 


PERCOfT 


NUMBER 


PERCENT 


NUMBER 


PERCENT 


NUMBER 


PERCENT 


NUHCER 


PERCENT 


NUMBER 


PERCENT 


STUDENTS BELOW THE STANDARD: 


























OH ALL THREE TESTS 


2.459 


8 2 


2.265 


7 4 


1.643 


5 3 


1 ,604 


5 6 


1.665 


5.0 


1 .376 


4 0 


ON TWO OF THE TESTS 


3.943 


13 2 


3.671 


12 0 


3.264 


10 6 


3.993 


12 4 


3.404 


10 3 


3.346 


9 7 


ON ONE Of THE TESTS 


5.664 


19 0 


6.113 


20 0 


5.729 


16 5 


6.647 


20 7 


6.204 


10 6 


6.556 


19 1 


ON NONE Of THE TESTS 


17.G15 


59 6 


16.576 


60 7 


20.369 


65 7 


19.675 


61 3 


21.629 


66 1 


23.126 


67 2 


NUMBER OF STUDENTS TESTED 


29.661 




30.625 




31.045 




32.119 




33.002 




34.404 




r4UMeEK Of STUDENTS BELOW REMEDIAL 


























STANDARD ON ONE OR MORE SUBTESTS 


























OJNDUPLICATED COUNT) 


12.066 


40 4 


12.049 


39 3 


10.656 


34 3 


12.444 


38 7 


1 1 .273 


34 2 


1 1 .276 


32 8 



0£S? COPY AVAILABLE 



Chart n (p. 25) compares the percent of students scoring at or above the 
statewide goals in mathematics, writing and reading from 1985 through 1990. 
There has been at least a slight gain in the percent of students reaching the 
statewide goal in each of the three content areas over the six CMT 
administrations. In mathematics, the goal is 22 of 25 objectives mastered. 
There was a 19 percentage point increase in performance at or above the 
statewide goal from 1985 (42%) to 1990 (61%). In writing, the goal is 7 on a 
scale of 2 to 8. The percent of students scoring at or above the statewide 
standard increased slightly from 17% in 1985 to 18% in 1990. In reading (DRP) 
the statewide goal is 50 DRP units with 70% comprehension. There was a 
7 percentage point increase in performance at or above the goal from 1985 
(42%) to 1990 (49%). 

Chart 12 (p. 26) is a comparison of student achievement in relation to the 
remedial standards for 1985 through 1990. Over the six-year period, the 
percent of students at or above the remedial standard on all three tests 
(mathematics, reading, writing) has increased from 58.6% in 1985 to 66.2% in 
1990, while the percent of students below the remedial standard on all three 
tests has declined from 8.2% in 1985 to 4.0% in 1990. The percent of students 
below the remedial standard on one or more subtests has also dropped from 
40.4% in 1985 to 32.8% in 1990. 



Test Results by District 

Appendices H, I and J address the comparison of test results by school 
district. Appendix H (p. 73) and Appendix I (p. 81) present a listing of the 
mathematics and language arts test results, respectively, for each Connecticut 
school district. Appendix J (p. 89) is a listing of the percent of students 
meeting the statewide goals in reading (DRP), writing and mathematics for each 
school district. In each appendix, school districts are listed 
alphabetically, followed by regional school districts. The Type of Community 
(TOO designation in the second column and the Education Reference Group (ERG) 
designation in the third column Indicate the TOC and ERG groups with which 
each district or school has been classified. Definitions of the TOC and ERG 
classifications are provided in Appendix K (p. 95) and Appendix L (p. 97), 
respectively. TOC and ERG summaries follow the alphabetical listings of 
school district results in mathematics, language arts and percent meeting the 
statewide goal in each content area. 

The State Department of Education advises against comparing scores between and 
among school districts. It is more meaningful to compare district results 
longitudinally within each district. It is also not appropriate or meaningful 
to sum across the different tests and subtests for comparative purposes 
because of differences in test length, mastery criteria and remedial 
standards. These comparisons are inappropriate because U is impossible to 
Identify, solely on the ba?1s of this information, ho" the average student has 
performed in the districts being compared. Average ■ .>r3s and standard 
deviations provide more appropriate comparative infc '.ocion on how well the 
average student is performing, although many factors may affect the 
comparability of these statistics as well. 
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Normative Results 



Normative Information is provided to indicate how well the average student in 
Connecticut performs compared to a national sample of students. Norms have 
been available for the mathematics test, the language arts test and the 
reading comprehension test since 1987. These norms are based on links 
established between the CMT and the sixth edition of the Metropolitan 
Achievement Test (MAT-6). The norms are expressed in percentile ranks which 
provide estimates of group performance relative to the performance of the 
national MAT-6 norm group. Percentile ranks range from 1 to 99. A percentile 
rank of 50 represents the score that divides the norm group into two equal 
parts; half scoring below and half scoring above this value. Each reported 
percentile rank represents the performance of a nationally representative 
sample of students in relation to Connecticut student performance. 

The following are the estimated norms for the grade four statewide averages. 
In the content areas of mathematics, language arts and reading comprehension 
(not DRP), data are provided for the 1987 through 1990 administrations. 



Grade Four 



Mathematics 
Language Arts 
Reading Comprehension 
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1989 


1990 


67 


66 
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Patterns in the data are summarized below. 

0 In each content area and administration year, the mean national 

percentile rankings of Connecticut students substantially exceed the 
national average (50th percentile rank). 

0 The norms for mathematics and language arts have remained similar to 
one another over the four years with percentile ranks ranging from 66 
to 70 in value. In 1990 the reading comprehension performance 
continues to be lower than either mathematics or language arts when 
compared to a national sample. 

0 The percentile ranks within each content area are quite stable across 
the four years, differing in value by no more than three points. 

It should be pointed out that these norms provide a way to interpret the 
performance of the average Connecticut student relative to a national sample. 
They do not address the issue of how Connecticut, as a state, compares to 
other states. The fact that, in 1990, the average Connecticut student is at 
the 68th percentile in mathematics does not mean that the state as a whole 
would be in tho 68th percentile if it were compared to other states. A 
state-by-state achievement testing program has been endorsed by the Council of 
Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) and the National Governors' Association 
(NGA) and is in progress using the National Assessment of Educational Progress 
(NAEP) Program. Connecticut participated in the 1990 trial state a-sessment 
for mathematics at grade eight. Results of this assessment are scheduled for 
release June 6, 1991 at a national press conference in Washington, D.C. 
Connecticut intends to participate in the 1992 trial state assessment in 
grades four and eight. 

4.. 
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Norms Available to Districts 



Mathematics, language arts and reading comprehension norms can also be 
calculated for groups of students at the district level. Each year all 
districts are notified by the CMT contractor that norms for their own 
districts and schools within their districts are optionally available. In 
addition, districts are offered all materials and directions necessary to 
hand-calculate norms for groups of students within their districts (e.^ 
Chapter I students). There is no charge for either of these services. .,y 
district that requests this information receives it directly from the CMT 
contractor. No district receives normative information unless it is 
specifically requested by the superintendent. Over one half of Connecticut 
school districts has requested norms in the past. 



Participation Rate Results 

Appendix M (p. 101) presents the number of fourth-grade students in each 
district and the percents of students who participated in the grr»de four 
mastery testing during the fall 1990 statewide administration. Appendix M 
also shows the percent of students exempted from CMT testing. The 
alphabetical listing of districts provides the following information for each 
di strict: 



Column 1 The name of the district 

Column 2 The total fourth-grade population at the start of mastery testing 

Column 3 The number of students eligible for testing 

Column 4 The percent of total population exempted from testing 

Columns 5-8 The percent of eligible students tested in each content area 

The results in Appendix M illustrate that participation rates by school 
district on the fourth-grade CMT were quite high, with only a few exceptions. 
However, the high percentage of students exempted from the CMr, statewide, 
combined with the large variation in exemption rates among districts, has 
raised concerns about the fair application of exemption procedures and its 
impact on students. The Depart,nent is currently examining the impact of the 
exclusion provisions on the CMT programs for Special Education and Bilingual 
students. It is anticipated that the results from these analyses will be 
available in the spring of 1991. 
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Test Construction 



The development of the fourth-grade criterion-referenced mastery test required 
the formation of seven statewide advisory committees. These included the 
Mathematics and Language Arts Advisory Committees, the Psychometrics Advisory 
Committee, the Bias Advisory Committee, the Mastery Test Implementation 
Advisory Committee and two standard-setting committees, one for mathematics 
and one for language arts. These committees were comprised of representatives 
from throughout the state. Members were selected for their area of 
expertise. Approximately 150 Corrgcticut educators participated on the 
mastery test committees which met over 80 times during the first 18 months of 
test development. (See Acknowledgements, p. v and page 44.) 

Beginning in the spring of 1984, content committees in both language arts and 
mathematics participated in each stage of the test development process, 
including assisting the State Department of Er.ucation in the selection of The 
Psychological Corporation as its test contractor. First, the contert 
committees reviewed the curriculum materials prevalent throughout the state 
and the scope of the national tests in use in Connecticut at the respective 
grade levels. Additional rerources included the Connecticut curriculum guides 
in mathematics and language arts, developed in 1981, as well as the results of 
recent Connecticut Assessment of Educational Progress (CAEP) assessments in 
.mathematics and language arts. Next, the committees identified sets of 
preliminary mathematics and language arts objectives which reflected existing 
curriculum materials and the goals of the mastery testing program. The 
content committees defined an objective as an operational ized learning outcome 
that was fairly narrow and clearly defined. 

Four criteria were used in identifying the appropriate learning outcomes or 
test objectives and in selecting specific test items to be included on the 
Grade 4 Connecticut Mastery Test (CMT). To have been considered for use, test 
objectives and items must have been: 

(1) significant and important; 

(2) developmental ly appropriate; 

(3) reasonable for most students to achieve; and 

(4) generally representative of what is taught in Connecticut schools. 

Once the objectives were identified, item specifications and/or sample items 
were written. Item specifications are written descriptions of the types and 
forms of test items that assess an objective. They also prescribe the types 
of answer choices that can be used with each item. 

After the test specifications were written and agreed upon, the test 
contractor wrote items and response choices for each of the objectives. The 
items were then reviewed by the content committees. Items which met the 
criteria of the test specifications and received the approval of the content 
committees were considered for the pilot test. Before testing, the Bias 
Advisory Committee reviewed each item for potential discrimination related to 
gender, race or ethnicity in the language or format of the question or 
response choices. Page v lists the original members of the Bias Advisory 
Committee although some membership changes have occurred since piloting. 
After their review was completed, the pilot test forms were constructed. Over 
500 customized Connecticut items were included in the October 1984 grade four 
pilot test in language arts and mathematics. 
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The Psychometrics Advisory Committee provided advice concerning other aspects 
of the pilot test including the sampling design, statistical bias analysis, 
the design of item specifications and pilot test administration procedures. 
The recommendations proposed by the Psychometrics Advisory Committee were 
reviewed and endorsed by the Mastery Test Implementation Advisory Committee. 



Pilot Tests 

After the items had been reviewed, twelve test forms (six in mathematics and 
six in language arts) were piloted for the grade four test. The purpose of 
several pilot test forms was to ensure that enough test items were included to 
construct three comparable test forms from the pilot test results. 

Over 6,000 grade four students participated in the October 1984 pilot test. 
In January 1985, the pilot test results were made available to Connecticut 
State Department of Education (CSDE) staff. The process of selecting items to 
construct three comparable test forms began by the Bias Advisory Committee 
examining the pilot test statistics of each item for potential bias. As a 
result, some items were eliminated from the item pool. From the remaining 
items, test forms were constructed to be equivalent in content and difficulty 
at both the objective and total test levels. 

Once the items were sorted on this basis, the test contractor prepared three 
complete forms of the mathematics test and two complete forms of the language 
arts test. These forms were approved by the content committees. Each form 
was created to be equal in difficulty and test length. A third language arts 
test was constructed after a few additional items were piloted as part of a 
later test administration. The psychometric procedures used to construct 
these test forms focus primarily on the use of the one-parameter item response 
model . 



Survey 

In October 1984, a survey of preliminary grade four mastery test objectives 
was sent to over 3,000 Connecticut educators. The purpose of the survey was 
to determine (1) the Importance of the proposed mathematics and 
reading/language arts objectives and (2) whether the objectives were taught 
prior to the beginning of grade four. Over a 50% response rate was achieved 
which Included approximately one-third of the respondents representing urban 
school districts. As a result of the survey, two objectives were not 
considered to be important learning outcomes before fourth grade and 
consequently were eliminated from the fourth-grade language arts test by the 
Language Arts Advisory Committee. 
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Grade Four Mathematics Objectives 



The 25 objectives of the fourth-grade mathematics test are listed below. 
There are four test items for each objective. The number of items in each 
domain is indicated in the parentheses. 



CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS (28) 

1. Identify the number one more, one less, ten more or ten less 
than a given number 

2. Extend patterns involving numbers and attributes 

3. Order whole numbers 

4. Rewrite numbers using expanded notation 

5. Rewrite numbers by regrouping tens and ones 

6. Identify fractional parts of regions and sets from pictures 
for halves, thirds, fourths and sixths 

7. Relate multiplication and division facts to rectangular arrays 

COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS (20) 

8. Know addition and subtraction facts to 18 

9. Add and subtract one- and two-digit numbers without regrouping 

10. Add one- and two-digit numbers with regrouping 

11. Estimate sums and differences to 100 

12. Multiply and divide by 2, 5 and 10 

PROBLEM SOLVING/APPLICATIONS (32) 

13. Identify objects or numbers that do or do not belong in a 
collection, matrix, or array 

14. Read and interpret bar graphs and pictographs 

15. Read and interpret data from tables and charts 

16. Identify or write number sentences from pictures 

17. Identify number sentences from addition or subtraction story 
problems 

18. Solve simple story oroblems involving addition or subtraction 

19. Solve and identify number sentences in simple story problems 
involving addition and subtraction, with extraneous 
information 

20. Identify needed Information in problem situations 
MEASUREMENT/GEOMETRY (20) 

21. Measure length and identify appropriate units for measuring 
length and distance 

22. Estimate lengths and areas 

23. Tell time to the nearest hour, half hour and quarter hour, 
using analog and digital clocks 

24. Determine the value of a set of coins 

25. Identify shapes, angles and sides 



Performance on all 25 objectives is reported at the student, classroom, 
school, district and state levels. 
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Grade Four Language Arts Objectives 



There are nine multiple-choice objectives and two holistic measures, one for 
reading and one for writing, within the fourth-grade language arts test. The 
number of items for each content area or objective is indicated in the 
parentheses. 



WRITING MECHANICS (36) 

1. Capitalization and Punctuation (12) 

2. Spelling Words, Homonyms and Abbreviations (9) 

3. Agreement (15) 

LOCATING INFORMATION (11) 

4. Schedules, Maps, Table of Contents, Title Page 
and Dictionary (11) 

LISTENING COMPREHENSION (20) 

5. Literal (7) 

6. Inferential and Evaluative (13) 
READING COMPREHENSION (36) 

7. Literal (12) 

8. Inferential (14) 

9. Evaluative (10) 

DEGREES OF READING POWER (56) ' 
WRITING SAMPLE (1) 

Holistic scoring is provided for all students. Analytic scoring is 
provided for students who score at or below the remedial standard of 
4 (on a i:ale of 2-8) . 



Performance on all nine Language Arts objectives, the Degrees of Reading Power 
and Writing Sample is reported at the student, classroom, school, district and 
state levels. 
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Remedial (Grant) Standard-Setting Process 



Background 

There are several acceptable strategies for setting standards on 
criterion-referenced tests. Each of the proposed methods has one or more 
unique characteristics. One common element to the various methods is that 
they all offer to the individuals who are setting the standards some process 
which reduces the arbitrariness of the resulting standard. Different methods 
accomplish this in different ways. All methods systematize the standard- 
setting process so that the result accurately reflects the collective informed 
Judgment of those setting the standard. 



Types of Standard-Setting Methods 

Standard-setting methods can generally be categorized into three types: test 
question review, individual performance review and group performance review. 
Test question review methods specify a procedure for standard setters to 
examine each test question and make a judgment about that question. For 
example, standard setters might be asked to rate the difficulty or the 
importance of each question. These judgments are combined mathematically to 
produce a standard. Individual performance review methods also require 
standard setters to make judgments, but the judgments are made on the basis of 
examining data that indicate how well individual students perform on test 
items. These data may be based on actual pilot test results or projected 
results using mathematical theories. In this method, additional student 
information, such as grades, may also be used to inform the standard setters. 
Group performance review methods provide for judgments to be made based on the 
performance of a reference group of students. That is, standard setters 
review the group performance and make a determination where the standard 
should be set based on the group results. 



Selection of a Standard-Setting Method 

Several factors affect the choice of a particular standard-setting method. 
The type of test is one consideration. For example, some methods are only 
appropriate for multiple-choice questions or for single correct answer 
questions while other methods are more flexible. For instance, time 
constraints are a consideration if student performance data are necessary. 
In this case, a pilot test must be conducted and the test results must be 
analyzed prior to setting the standards. Another considtration is the 
relative importance of the decisions that will be made on the basis of the 
standard. For example, a classroom test affecting only a few students would 
not require as stringent a procedure as would a statewide test determining 
whether a student is allowed to graduate from high school. Other relevant 
factors include the number of test items, permanence of the standard, purpose 
of the test and the extent of available financial and other resources to 
support the standard-setting process. 
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On February 4, 1985, the Mastery Test Psychometrics Advisory Committee met to 
consider the Issue of standard-setting procedures and voted unanimous!" to 
approve the following proposal. 



A PROPOSAL FOR SETTING THE REMEDIAL STANDARDS ON THE CONNECTICUT M/iSTERY TESTS 

1, Two standard-setting committees will be created: one for mathematics and 
one for reading and writing. 

2. This description of a minimally proficient student will be given to each 
of the committees: 

Imagine a student who Is just proficient enough In reading, writing 
and mathematics to successfully participate In his/her regular 
fourth-grade coursework. 

3a. In mathematics, an adaptation of the Angoff procedure will be used. 

The committee will be provided with each Item appearing on one form of the 
mathematics test. The committee will be given the following directions: 

Consider a group of 100 of these students who are just proficient 
enough to be successful In regular fourth-grade coursework. How many 
of them would be expected to correctly answer each of the questions? 

The committee will rate each Item. The committee will then be given the 
opportunity to discuss their rating of each Item. Sample pilot data will 
be presented. Committee members will be given the opportunity to adjust 
their Item ratings. The Item ratings will then be averaged In accordance 
with the Angoff procedure In order to produce a recommended test standard. 

b. In reading, the committee will review and discuss each passage cf the 
Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) test. Student performance data will be 
presented. The committee will consider the reading difficulty that should 
be expected of a student at the grade level being tested. The committee 
members will Identify the passage that has the appropriate level of 
reading difficulty consistent with the above description of a minimally 
proficient student. 

c. In writing, t^e committee will read four sample essays. These essays 
will have been prescored holistically (on a scale from 2 to 8) in order to 
rank the quality of the essays. Committee members will classify essays 
into one of three categories: 1) definitely NQI proficient, 2) borderline 
and 3) definitely proficient. These classifications will be discussed in 
light of the holistic scores. The committee will then classify 
approximately twenty-five additional essays. The essay ratings will be 
discussed in the same manner as the original four essays. When all essays 
have been discussed, the essays which fell in the borderline category will 
be focused upon to determine the standard. The committee will determine 
where, among the borderline essays, the standard should be established. 

4. The standards recommended in step 3 will be presented to the Mastery Test 
Implementation Advisory Committee for discussion a.id ictlon. 



Connecticut's Strategy 



Several steps were employed to create an acceptable and valid test standard 
for Connecticut tests. Initially, a separate standard-setting committee was 
convened for each test on which standards were to be SFt. Individuals were 
chosen to serve as members on the committee on the basu of their familiarity 
with the area being assessed and the nature of the examinees. One source of 
such members was the test content committees related to the project. For 
example, members of the Mathematics Advisory Committee were represented on the 
committee setting standards for the mathematics mastery test. 

The actual procedures used to set standards were an adaptation of a method 
proposed by William Angoff (1970). This test question review method required 
members of a standard-setting committee to estimate the probability that a 
question would be correctly answered by examinees who possess no more than the 
minimally acceptable Knowledge or skill in the areas being assessed. Standard 
setters then reviewed pilot test data for sample items as further evidence of 
the appropriateness of the judgments being made. The original probability 
estimates assigned to each test question were reviewed and adjustments made by 
the standard setters. The final individual item probabilities were summed to 
yield a suggested test standard for each member of the committee. The 
suggested standards were averaged across members of the committee to produce 
the recommended test standard. 

The recommended test standard was presented to the Mastery Test Implementation 
Advisory Committee and the State Board of Education. 

In mid-March 1985, Mathematics and Language Arts Standard-Setting Committees 
met to set the remedial standards for the Grade 4 Mastery Test. The following 
information summarized the results of the standard-setting activities 
conducted by CSDE staff: 

I. Mathematics (100-item test) 

Using the procedures previously outlined, the standard setters rated each item 
and considered the pilot data. Committee members discussed items and were 
given the opportunity to adjust their initial ratings. The final ratings were 
averaged to produce a remedial standard. It was recommended that a raw score 
of 69 be the remedial mathematics standard. Below is a summary of the ratings. 

Procedure U Judges "".ange % Mean % Correct Raw Score 

Angoff 21 56.7-81.3 68.7 68.7 

II. Reading (Degrees of Reading Power, 56-item test) 

Standard setters used two procedures to establish a remedial reading 
standard. First, they examined the passages in the Degrees of Reading Power 
(DRP) test, asking themselves which passage is too difficult for the student 
who is just proficient enough to successfully participate in fourth-grade 
coursework. Discussion occurre'i throughout this selection process. 
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Second, they examined textbooks which are typically used in grades three and 
four and selected those textbooks which a minimally proficient student would 
not be expected to read in order to successfully participate in fourth-grade 
coursework. Discussion occurred throughout this selection process. 

The average readability values of the selected passages and textbooks and the 
pilot test data were then revealed to the standard setters. The standard 
setters discussed the readability values and the pilot test data and 
recommended the DRP unit score of 41 as the remedial standard. This standard 
was accepted by the State Board of Education at the 70% comprehension level. 
Below is a summary of the ratings. 

Readability Recommended 
Proc edure # Judge s Range Remedial Standard 

A. Test Passage Review 17 42-48 DRP Units 

41 DRP Units 

B. Textbook Review 17 42-51 DRP Units 
III. Writing (45-minute writing sample) 

Using the procedure previously outlined, standard setters read and rated 21 
essays written to a narrative prompt and 21 essays written to an expository 
prompt. After discussions and final ratings, the holistic scores for the 
papers were revealed to the group. The committee then discussed the 
appropriate remedial writing standard in light of the degree to which their 
ratings matched the holistic scores. It was the recommendation of the 
committee that a holistic writing score of 4 be used as the remedial writing 
standard. Below is a summary of the ratings. 



NARRATIVE PROMPT 
Rating After Discussion 



Holistic Definitely Definitely 

Score NOT Proficient Borderline Proficient 

2 84% 4% 12% 

3 37% 6% 57% 

4 4% 4% 92% 

5 8% 6% 86% 

6 20% 2% 78% 

7 4% 0% 96% 

8 4% 2% 94% 



EXPOSITORY PROMPT 



Rating After Discussion 



Holistic Definitely Definitely 

Score NOT Proficient Borderline Proficient 

2 94% 0% 6% 

3 33% 2% 65% 

4 4% 12% 84% 

5 0% 2% 98% 

6 2% 4% 94% 

7 0% 0% 100% 

8 OX 0% 100% 
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Standard-Setting Committees 



UNGUAGE ARTS STANDARD-SETTING COMMITTEE 

Evelyn P. Burnham, Colebrook Public Schools 
Nicholas P. Criscuolo, New Haven Public Schools 
Mary R. Fisher, Thompson Public Schools 
Marguerite Fuller, Bridgeport Public Schools 
Anne Oackel , Thompson Public Schools 
Dorothy Kaplan, Middletown Public Schools 
Robert Kinder, CT State Department of Education 
Bob Lincoln, Toll and Public Schools 
Virginia Lity, Bridgeport Public Schools 
Virginia Manulls, Colebrook Public Schools 
Noreen McDermott, Hartford Public Schools 
Elizabeth Nelligan, Canton Public Schools 
Dorothy Nevers, Canton Public Schools 
Carol D. Parmelee, Middletown Public Schools 
Beverly R. Peterman, Stamford Public Schools 
Geraldine Smith, Canton Public Schools 
Mary Weinland, CT State Department of Education 



MATHEMATICS STANDARD-SETTING COMMITTEE 

Betsy Andersen, Manchester, Connecticut 
Betsy Carter, CT State Department of Education 
Geraldine M. Cemprola, Ridgefield Public Schools 
Linda Cherry, Suf field Public Sl.iooIs 
Elizabeth B. Cubeta, Middletown Public Schools 
Corretta K. Dean, Bridgeport Public Schools 
Tony Ditrio, Norwalk Public Schools 
Anita Gaston, Bloomfleld Public Schools 
Janet Heintz, Farmington Public Schools 
Mary Anna Keough, Meriden Public Schools 
Steven Leinwand, CT State Department of Education 
Wesley Masten, Norwalk Public Schools 
Irene B. Moriarty, Meriden Public Schools 
Pamela Munro, Windham Public Schools 
Eileen O'Reilly, Manchester Public Schools 
Lois Piper, Norwalk Public Schools 
Twila Pollard, New Haven Public Schools 
Rosemary Powers, Bloomfield Public Schools 
Sylvia E. Webb, Middletown Public Schools 
George A. Wells, New Haven Public Schools 
Frank K. Whittaker, Bridgeport Public Schools 
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APPENDIX E 
Grade Four Overview of Holistic Scoring 

and 

Marker Papers for Holistic Scoring 
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An Overview of Holistic Scoring 



Description of the Method 

Holistic scoring involves judging a writing sample for its tQ|.li effect. ^ 
The scorer makes an overall evaluation taking into account all characteristics 
which distinguish good writing. No one feature (such as spelling, rhetoric, 
or organization) should be weighted to the exclusion of all other features. 
Contributing to the rationale underlying holistic scoring is evidence that: 

0 no aspect of writing can be judged independently and result in an 
overall score of quality; 

0 teachers can recognize and concur upon good writing samples; and 

0 teachers tend to rank entire pieces of writing in the same way, 
regardless of the importance they might attach to the particular 
components of writing. 

The scoring scale for holistic scoring is determined by the quality of the 
specific samples being evaluated. That is, the success of a particular 
response Is determined In relationship to the range of ability reflected In 
the set of writing samples being assessed. 

Preparation for Scoring 

Prior to the training/scoring sessions, a committee consisting of Connecticut 
State Department of Education (CSDE) consultants, representatives of the 
Language Arts Advisory Committee and other language arts specialists from 
throughout the state, two chief readers and a project director from 
Measurement Inc. of Durham, North Carolina and a reading specialist from The 
Psychological Corporation met and read a substantial number of essays drawn 
from the total pool of essays to be scored. Approximately 60 essays were 
selected to serve as "range-finders" or "marker papers" representing the range 
of achievement demonstrated in the total set of papers. Copies of those 
range-finders served as training papers during the scoring workshops which 
followed. Each range-finder pap^^r was assigned a score according to a 
four-point scale, where 1 represented a poor paper and 4 represented a 
superior paper. 

Scoring Workshops 

During the month of November, several holistic scoring workshops were held in 
various locations throughout the state. Attendance at the grade four scoring 
workshops totaled 254 teachers. A chief reader and two assistants were 
present at every workshop in addition to representatives of the CSDE. Each 
workshop consisted of a training ses?:on and a scoring session. 

Training and Qualifying 

0 All teachers were shown approximately fourteen range-finder papers. 
The chief reader discussed each paper and explained the reason why 
each received its score. 
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0 All teachers were given a six-paper practice set. They scored the 
papers independently and recorded the scores on their papers. When 
all teachers were finished, the chief reader discussed each paper and 
explained why tach received Its score. 

0 All teachers were given a nine-paper training set. They scored the 
papers independently, based on an overall impression, and recorded 
their scores on a monitor sheet as well as on their papers. As they 
finished reading and scoring, they brought the monitor sheet to the 
team leader who checked the scores. When all teachers were finished 
and all monitor sheets were checked, the chief reader discussed the 
nine-paper set. 

0 Regardless of whether or not they qualified on the first training 
set, all teachers were then given another nine-paper training set. 
They scored the papers and had the monitor sheets checked. Set Two 
was not discussed, except with non-qualifiers. 

0 Teachers were considered qualified if they scored six or more papers 
correctly on either set. Teachers who met the standard began scoring 
live papers after Set Two. 

0 If any teacher did not qualify, they received additional training by 
one of the team leaders or by the chief reader away from the scoring 
room. They had two more opportunities to qualify. Any teacher who 
failed to qualify would have been excused from the project and paid 
for one day. 

The Scoring Session 

Once scorers qualified, actual scoring of the writing exercises began 
according to the steps outlined below: 

0 Scorers read each paper once carefully but quickly and designated a 
score. Again, the score reflected the scorer's overall impression of 
the response as it corresponded with the features of written 
composition which were internalized during the training process. 

0 Each paper was read and scored by a second scorer independently of 
the first, that is, without seeing the score assigned by the first 
reader. The chief reader had the responsibility of adjudicating any 
disagreement of more than one point between the judgments of the 
first two scorers. In other words, adjacent scores (i.e., awarded 
scores of 4 and 3, 1 and 2, 2 and 3) were acceptable, but larger 
discrepancies (i.e., scores of 2 and 4, 3 and 1, 1 and 4) were 
resolved by the chief reader, in general, with successful training, 
the occurrence of large score discrepancies is rare. 

0 The two scores for each paper were added to produce the final score 
for each student, resulting in scores between 2 and 8. 
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Understanding the Holistic Scores 

Examples of actual student papers which are representative of the scoring 
range will assist the reader in understanding the statewide standard set for 
writing and interpreting the test results. Sample papers representing four 
different holistic scores are presented on the following pages. Note that the 
process of summing the scores assigned by the two readers expands the scoring 
scale to account for "borderline" papers. A paper which receives a 4 from 
both scorers (for a total score of 8) is likely to be better than a paper to 
which one reader assigns a 4 and another reader assigns a 3 (for a total score 
of 7). In addition, it should be emphasized that each of the score points 
represents a range of student papers— some 4 papers are better than others. 

A score of Not Scorable (NS) was assigned to student papers in certain cases. 
A score of NS indicates that the student's writing skills remain to be 
assessed. The cases in which a score of NS was assigned were as follows: 

0 responses merely repeated the assignment; 

0 Illegible responses; 

0 responses in languages other than English; 

0 responses that failed to address the assigned topic in any way; and 

0 responses that were too brief to score accurately, but which 

demonstrated no signs of serious writing problems (for example, a 
response by a student who wrote the essay first cn scratch paper and 
who failed to get very much of it copied). 

Both readers had to agree that a paper deserved a NS before this score was 
assigned. If the two readers disagreed, the chief reader arbitrated the 
discrepancy. Papers which were assigned a score of NS were not included in 
summary reports of test results. 

Sumnary Conments 

The fact that standards must be maintained and reinforced throughout a scoring 
session cannot be overemphasized. Holistic scoring depends for its usefulness 
on consistency of scoring among all scorers throughout the sessions. 
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WRITING ASSIGNMENT 
Grade Four 
Form D 



Imagine that you got lost one day. Whom did you see? Where did yo'i go? What 
did you do? Whom did you ask for help? How did you find your way back home? 

Write a story telling your teacher what you did on the day you got lost. 

0 Tell what happened to you the day you got lost. 
0 Tell how you found your way home. 
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CONNECTICUT M ASTEftY TEST 



WRiTiNG SAMPLE 



r 



cn 
O 
I 




ri k?d got Lcii^ 5q +hp. 



B5 



y.- He w c^s +Qk?ng Q^^sW:: 



CUT 



















_^ — 





















Siore Point: I 

This Is AW uusucce S.St 111 narrative. Thoro Is ovUlente chat the 
writer saw the prompt and attempted to respond to it. 
Althv^ugh ttio writer svs up a story (once a kid not lost in 
the woods), tht» events -jre not sequenced. 



Page 6 



ERIC 



CONNECTICUT MASTEftY TEST 



WRITING SAMPLE 






Si orr ; nt : i 

Thjs r«?.sp»>nse ;.s i»rj4.ui 1 2»'d .u-.d rt«ntrolU'd, but .urr.itlvo 
IS not su 1 1 ir 1 i«nt 1 y .suM.iliied oi sultvoientiv eJaboT.itcd tui a 
hiv»h*»r 4c«^rc . 
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST 



WRITING SAMPLE 



0-tf Jf^i 



^^qoT l ast .in fiw. 



Score Point t 2 

In this resrons€, the writ*ir prtjsent.s a sustained sequence of 
events with annis^l elaboration C.whtjn I was going co rhr- 
p<*rk.., clc-e by.,,). The response is a ratnimally successfi:! 
narrat ive . 
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST 



WRITING SAMPLE 



J L -Voi d h>m — vuhfr^ T \.v^ u/p_ v^i^ri o^ d&^.p^r c^or V 



1 



■■^t Vx L S — LQ — juxa rvi^iwn V^^< j 



^ — SOi^ ^ 



Mewl. 




SCiMT*' Point ; 2 

Thus royponso prt'.<«*nis a sustained sequence ot events. The 
•■^rc.^n I r.u : or. i.s wojk, however, in the midJlf t^f the .«;torv; : h« 
• ucjp 311 tixe iHkur.s without transition t roaj he ui>; lost 
t>fuig m the y.itti. The writer's ^o^troi oi the n.irr.ur.v 
deter ivMates M the end- 
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST 



WRITING SAMPLE 









J — 


-Dap Jay L wfl<; 








of ^hfWS aii 












f — 1 7 < ' n If : — 




/iJa /Try 



-UUU 



k2_ 



Score Point < 3 

Thla ftrat-peraon response it a sustained narrative vlth 
vivid details that enhance the story (...floversi rabbits, 
fox... and other animals...! picked up a bird. It was very 
aoft...In the momins...the birds were chirping. .. like an 
alans clock.) The narrative la organized and controlled. 



CONNECTICUT MASTERY 7^ 



WRiBNG SAMPLE 



Jhe. 1^ C^^- l-A^ 



^^om ^^r^^ — ^ Ci iidfil 4r /p Afr 



— ^florl.s.p nncl ^ e^cb ^ uiio ..grr^uo^ 



— my groL'a akAfe.. ^ j- Jo^ ^ta^i 



_S£L 



-w*^ ^icftrf^ S — Y^tTf — ^ekni .«^c* W*^<y ar^xW— 



-ai£. Uit^ iL- h^-an y^f v^ /^(Jtrt/?//3 



-Ait 



-V- 



OA 



Ax 




ia ^r^i kL. — fLQcher /tod - fajc) Lfl mj^lI^ U r 

-toifiv udvt^i^ kit ,jfi^C/t ^ i. ^ > ly^y^ W oiJ- 



^ii — oOis — SLuc^mi^ iUijl ^fiJlfi. 



-U4d 



Pagt 6 



-iiiC U-A^: — W. 



V o UaL ±k<*fi}_ ikfi — te^fis — m^jlt" q 



-an 



1^ h of — -fkiS ^rhZ/ 



■^Cijftaa :J±i4 i^C.^ uJa^ citn ]ei}ik jJu 



f^^^^boQfn Aj^ i jju£t bftf*^..: 



1,00. ^ 



g/*. ur On cfe wfi,^ — Q- 



A.-^ if <W3J — qfr,/^ 



J^e. 



dcore Point: 3 

In this response, the narrative is sustained snd detsils 

cnlisnce the story line. Uowever, the writer loses control 
of the events on the second psge and the development of the 
nsrratlve deteriorates. More consistent control la needed, 
for a higher score. 
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



coNNecncuT mastery test 



WRITING SAMPLE 



L gjas I qsK i n -ikg, v^nnrls. V<'-\^, W--V ^g. 




1^ 



-^ j VA: . — orp ^ck\\> Uf.W 4VM>^i^ ..>rv^ 



, ^ ^ ^ ■ ^ , ^C . ^ ^ ......^ «^ 



^^Li^ aWo sntAC Q^M^ — -^aiC£^^ 



^-^i — ^hlo\W,A Tor a. \cr>q X >5aV Acv^: 

— Vqo^ ■ 0->^ g ^rACTL-. r;.L-tiy sA^o.rrr\ \;\c^nktV and . 



— c^N|0^c>vt. "X gxVg^V^ 



Jo: 



— Ciok Xog^ ..fifi.ojL. 
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I 



nn 



5 



.1^ 



-OA 



^iit ^r/c QnJ Q^^M^^'fl/ 



ring h t n 



o-vJ auiJ 



1 I 



452- 

<ii^l"<3;^<''?- ' T ccuiA V^e.gih cl oj s ^ i l k 



-a 



r- 



n/ry>. 



back ^3 Or^ry^^. Va/^ nl-p /-i {li^t^r'O iiil 



T 



CM. 



This responsi* ii-nds •;m'n>r}jlv t ri'^m br^innin?', ti"» ouiU ll is 
very well tlaboratcii with ci.inv vwiii .in J appr^ipr ] .1 1 .» 
lict.ills. This is .1 f\il'.y Hcvolttpoci .in.} coop if to ndrrativ*-. 



... J 
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



CONNECTICUT MASTERV TEST 



WRITING SAMPLE 



I 

tn 
I 



ERIC 




■fcoiL/l We. ^ /pi- c'^ 

jg? L^iiM J^i^n M il .^/-jH // 



142 faise, L^^eLOL ^^g,rA . ir l 




— ic± — rM£?.n>^Hp. Call ^J-,^-^ ^^^yy 1^ 

^ai: 7 ^. — cAgct ^- ^/^//^r/ ;r/y geuLit 

^^^^ ai^K/^fr a J-7rL //- ^ ^fJi Or^J J-J Tm 



U . //f^ f7t/r/ /r^^ ^-h /g^ 




5^!: 
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Q iO'CA , H tL aJs^ 7^/^ ij.r /f/s Jou/t ^ A/iiy 



hA — It ^ ^ frf^JU^tfj .Jul cM>J^.iis^ ajr^ 



-ojs^ — m — ' rr^A' //?gi» c&e£J34 .^^^ 

i> — — lit. — ^J2£ ^e^^!v\/<?. ^Jr n . r^^ // i^/jl: ti^J 






Score Point: 4 

This narrative 1a complicated, but the student maintains 
good control, Kumeroua vivid details contribute to the 
action-packed scquenci* of events, resulting in a thoroughly 
developed narrative with a sense of completeness. 
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APPENDIX F 
Grade Four Analytic Rating Guide 
and 

Marker Papers for *?,alytic Scoring 
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Grade Four Analytic Rating Guide 
FOCUS: How effectively does the writer unif: the paper by a dominant topic? 

1 « switches and/or drifts frequently from the dominant topic 

2 - switches and/or drifts somewhat from the dominant topic 

3 « stays on topic throughout the response 

ORGANIZATION: Is there a plan that clearly governs the sequence from the 
beginning to the end of the response, and is the plan effectively signaled? 

1 » no discernible plan 

2 - inferable plan and/or discernible sequence; some signals may be 

present 

3 - controlled, logical sequence with a clear plan 

SUPPORT/ ELABORATION: To what extent Is the narrative developed by details 
that describe and explain the narrative elements (character, action and 
setting)? 

1 « vague or sketchy details that add little to the clarity of the 

response or specific details but too few to be called list-like 

2 = details that are clear and specific but are list-like, or uneven, or 

not developed 

3 « somewhat developed details that enhance the clarity of the response 

CONVENTIONS: To what extent does the student use the conventions of 
standard written English (e.g., sentence formation, spelling, usage, 
capitalization, punctuation)? 

1 ■ many errors 

2 = some errors 

3 = few errors 



7 .-J 
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY lEST 



I 

I 



WfimNGSAMPU 



-^11, ^ ' ^'^^ 



FOCUS • 3 
ORGANIZATION ■ I 
SUPPORT/EUBCRATION - 1 
CONVENTIONS * 1 
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CONNECIICUT MASTERY TEST 



WRITtrJO SAMPLE 



1 ifc* * ifyWM . 



^'-2 — La My yyi/i^ Vi^/j '^•^Y?r 'S 



X Snirj 



1 



FOCUS - 3 
ORGANIZATION » ? 
Sl)PPORT/KUBi)R,\TlilN 
CONVENTIONS - ! 



Page 6 



ERIC 



SbT copy AVAILABLE 



7/ 



CONNECTiCUT MASTERY TEST 



WRITING SAMPLE 



] 



1 rcsm^ ri'^^ 



I day/ 



FOCUS - 3 
ORGANIZATION - 3 
SUPPORT/ELABORATION - I 
CONVENTIONS - 2 



j 
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APPENDIX G 

Sample Grade Four Mastery Test Score fleports 

0 Class Diagnostic Report 

- Mathemat'ics 

0 School by Class Report 

- Mathematics 

0 District by School Report 

- Mathematics 

0 Class Diagnostic Report 

- Language Arts 

0 School by Class Report 

- Language Arts 

0 District by School Report 

- Language Arts 

0 Parent/Student Diagnostic Report 
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ThF pSyCmOIOCjiCAi corporation 




CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANOINGS 

1. D«termintt 1 & 10 moro/loss than a numl>er 

2. Extand pattama 

3. Ordar whola nurbars 

^. Rowrita txxnbors using oxpanckid notation 

5. Rewrita numbers by regrouping 

6. Identify fractional parts 

7. Rolaia mult/divi&lon facts to pictures 

COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS 

8. Add/subtract facts to IB 

9. Add/subtract without rogrocf)ing 

10. Add with regretting 

11. Estimate si^s and differences 

12. Multiply and divide by 2» £» 10 



5 of ^ 
3 of ^ 
5 of ^ 
5 of ^ 
I of 
5 of ^ 
5 of ^ 



5 of H 
5 of ^ 
3 of ^ 
5 of <* 
5 of ^ 



22/ 65 
10/ 38 
1^/ 5^ 
23/ 86 
0/ 0 
15/ 58 
11/ 



26/100 
26/100 
2^/ 92 
5/ 19 
20/ 77 



74/ 73 
<^Z/ 41 
50/ 49 
82/ 80 
5/ 5 
64/ 63 
52/ 51 



94/ 92 
100/ 98 
89/ 87 
Zl/ 21 
70/ 69 



1159/ 76 
773/ S2 
957/ 64 

1310/ 88 
290/ 19 

1064/ 71 
834/ 56 



1430/ 96 
1447/ 97 
1333/ 89 
489/ 33 
1040/ 70 



1* IHOlCATtS A SCORE BELOW ThE RtMtOiAL STANDARD 
THIS STUDENT MUST RECEIVE FURTHER DIAGNOSIS 



A « ABSENT 
V " VOID 



Copyright ® 1990, 1987 by Connecticut State Department of Education. 
All rights reserved. Printed in the United States of America. 
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CONNECTICUT HASTCRY TESTING PROGRAJi 



CLASS DIAGNOSTIC REPORT 



^^■^■^■7 HE PSYCHOLOCitC 

MATHEMATICS PART 2 OF 2 



.CORPORATION 



TEACHER t 
mOUP COOEt 
SCHOOL! 
SCHOOL CODE I 
DISTRICT! 
DISTRICT CODE I 

TEST DATE! 10/^0 



AB 

217 
B 

B DISTRICT 



FORHi D 



NUMBER SnjDENTS TESTED t 



26 



NUrCER OF STUDENTS NEEDING 
FURTHER DIAGNOSIS 
IN MATHEMATICS i V 



OBJECTIVES 





PROBLEM SOLVING AND APPLICATIONS 

13. Identify objootft/numbort in an array 

14. R««d snd int«rpr«t graphs 

15. Raad and in^orprat tablaA 

16 « Idantify nunbar ^antancoa fro« picturas 
17. Idantify rxtnbar »antoncat front problems 
10. Solvo story problams usii>g add/sub 

19. Solva story problams with axtra info 

20. Idantify naodad information in problems 

HEASU!?EMENT AND GEOMETRY 

21. Measure length/ identify unit9 

22. Estimate langth/aroa 
2S. Tall time 

2^« Determine the valtM« of a set of coi-^s 
25. Identify shapes/anglos/sides 



MASTERY 
CRITERIA 
t OF ITEMS^ 
CORRECT 



of 
of 
of 
of 
of 
of 
of 
of 



5 of ^ 
S of ^ 
I oi ^ 
^ of ^ 
% of ^^ 



TOTAL Nl^ER OF OaJECTIVEO MASTERED 



NUWER OF ITEMS CORRECT 
< MATHEMATICS REMEDIAL STANDARD) 



6V OF 100 



10 



18 



77 



20 



78 



1^ 



6B 



10 



77 



57 



17 



17 



23 



70 



73 



23 



88 



1<» 



65 



16 



65 



15 



71 



23 



88 



20 



81 



4 
3 

3 
2 
3 
4j 
1 
2 



17 



72 



17 



71 



NUMBER/PERCENT 
OF STUDENTS 
MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 



CLASS 



21/ 61 
23/ 86 
22/ 85 
10/ 38 
22/ 85 
22/ 85 
1(^/ £^ 
17/ 65 



11/ ^2 
17/ 65 
20/ 77 
17/ 65 
Z^/ 92 



19 



7<> 



SCHOOL 



65/ 6<» 
96/ 9^ 
91/ 89 
^B/ ^7 
BZ/ 80 
83/ 81 
W ^7 
65/ 6^ 



66/ 65 
59/ 58 
7^/ 73 
79/ 77 
98/ 96 



DISTRICT 



1110/ 74 
1385/ 93 
1273/ 85 

845/ 57 
1280/ 86 
1258/ 84 

764/ 51 
1037/ 69 



944/ 63 
893/ 60 
1195/ 80 
1277/ 86 
1452/ 97 



AVERAGE NUMBER OF 
OBJECTIVES MASTESEO 



16.6 



16.6 



18.0 



NUMBER/PERCENT Qf STUDENTS 
BELOW REMEDIAL STANDARDS 



» inojcates a sco.^e beiow the remeoiai. «; vnoaro 

THIS STUDENT MUST RCCEJVE FURThER r sO^io 



9/ 35 42/ 41 475/ 32 



A ■ ABSENT 

V ■ VOID 



Copyright t 1990, 1987. by Connecticut Sta^-e Department of Education. 
Ml rights reserved. Printed :.n the Url ad Stwtes of America. 
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8 



COtMECTZCUT HASTERY TESTING PROGRAM 



SCHOOL BY CLASS REPORT 



ItmE psychological corporation 



6RA0E I 04 



FORHi D 
B 

B DISTRICT 



247 



SCHOOL t 
SCHOOL CODE: 
DISTRICT; 
DISTRICT CODEt 
TEST DATES 10/90 
Scores indicai* ^Kllrtbor/Percc?lt of 
fttud«nt» mastftring each object ivo 



221 



217 



206 



MATHEMATICS 



SCHOOL 



DISTRICT 



NUMDER OF STUDENTS l'E'>TE0 



25 



26 



24 



27 



102 



1499 



OSJECTIVES 



CONCEPrJAL UNnERSTANOINGS 

1. Det^ fc?irM> 1 A 10 moro/losft thvin • rtumber 

S. Or CM" ;vSoXt number* 

4. Rewrite Tvunbert u»ing expanded notation 

5. Rmir.^te r*Mrbnr% by regrouping 

6. iKktr^H^y fractlot^l parts 

7. (delate MUlt/diviaion facta to pioturos 

COnPUTATIO/<ML SKILLS 

6. Add/SLbiraot facts to 16 

9. Add'subtr. ot without regnx^jing 

10. Add with r^sgrou^^lng 

11. l-stimatc sums and differences 

12. Multiply e)xi divide by 2» 5> 10 

PROBLEM SOLVING AND APPLICATIONS 

13. Identify ob jccts/rujmbers in sn array 

14. Read and interpret graphs 

15. Read and interpret tables 

16 « Identify number sentences from pictures 

17. Identify nuntl^r sentences from problems 

18. Solve story problems using add/sub 
Solve ttory problems with extra info 

20. Identify needed information in problems 

MEASUREMENT AND GcOMETRV 

21. Measuro lengtV identify u^its 

22. Estimnte Jength/area 
2S. Tell time 

24. Determine the value of a met cf co;ns 

25. Identify shape s/anglos/s ides 
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BELOH 41 



6/ 6 
28/ 27 

68/ 67 



8/ 11 
32/ 44 

52/ 44 



5/ 7 
12/ 29 

26/ 65 



9/ 12 
20/ 27 

44/ 60 



15/ 51 
16/ 35 

18/ 57 



5/ 7 
10/ 25 

50/ 70 



12/ 22 
14/ 26 

26/ 52 



5/ 21 
9/ 38 

10/ 42 



237/ 16 
450/ 29 

817/ 55 



AVERAGE NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED IN LANGUAGE ARTS 
AVERAGE H0LI3TIC NRITING SCORE 
AVERAGE DRP UNIT SCORE 



5.6 
4.0 
58 



5.8 
5.6 
40 



5.7 
5.7 
37 



5.8 
4.0 
59 



5.1 
4.6 
45 



5.8 
5.8 
57 



4.0 
4.3 
41 



5.4 
4.2 
42 



Copyright C 1990 > 1987 by Corviecilcut State Department of 
Education. All rights reserved. Printed in tha U.S.A. 



«Ranodial Standard is 4 for Hriting. 
«»«Ramediel Standard is 41 DRP Units for Reading. 



4.5 
4.2 
40 
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Your child's scores on the (Connecticut Mastory Tp.st are reported ins.de. 
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM 
GRADE 4 REPORT 
MATHEMATICS 




TEACHERi L R 
SCHOOL: B 
OXSTRICTI B DISTRICT 



GRADE t OA 
TEST DATE: 10/^ 
FORHt D 



STUDEKT OBJECTIVES AfaiYSIS 
FOR 

KA 



OBJECTIVES TESTED 



COfX^EPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS 

1. Idantify ihm nMbr orm morm^ orm tan morm or ten Io«9 than ■ glv«n nurAjer 

2. Extand patiarfis involving numbers mnd attributos 
5* Orci«r vihola nmbart 

4. RoMrito ntiflbert using expanded noxalion 

5. Renrite numbers by regrouping t<»ns efxl ones 

6. Identify vrectional parts of r-ogions and sots from pictures for >«lves> thirds > fourths > and sixths 

7. Relate nultiplicaiion and division facta to rectangular arrays 



COnPUTATIONAL SKILLS 

8. Know addition and s^traction facts to Id 

9, Add and stbtraot one and two digit nonbers wit^>out regrotf)ing 

10. Add one and two digit numbers with rogrot^aing 

11. Estimate scms and differences to 100 

12. Multiply and divide by Zf B> and 10 



PROBLEM SOLVING AND APPLICATIONS 

15. Identify objects or nw^rs that do or do not belong in a oolleslion> matrix* or array 

14. Road and Interpret bar graphs and pictographs 

15. Read and inir^rpret deta from tables and charts 

16. Id«)tify or write nunber sentences from pictures 

17. Identify m^Aer sentences from edditlon or subtrection story pr-obleflis 
16. Solve simple story problems Irwolvlng addition or subtraction 

19. Solve end idtwiiify nurtber sentences in siRH^le story problems* involving eddltion and sU>traction» with extraneous information 

20. Identify necided information in problem situations 

MEASUREMENT AND GEOMETRY 

21. Mea!»ure langth and identify appropriate inits for measuring length end distance 

22. Estimate lengths and aroas 

23. Tell time to the nearest houri half hour and quarter hour using analog and digital clocks 

24. Detormitx) the valuo of a set of coins 

25. Identify shapes » englas and sides 



This student has ^a^tered 23 out of 2S matfierMtic objectives end oorreotly ansi^wred 
91 out of 100 iieais. 



MASTERY CRITERIA 


STUDENT 
SCORE 


NUMBER CORRECT 


S 


oi 4 


4 


S 


of 4 


4 


5 


of 4 


4 


S 


of 4 


4 


S 


of 4 


4 


s 


of 4 


4 


5 of 4 


4 


5 


of 4 


3 


% 


of 4 


4 


S 


of 4 


4 




of 4 


X 


s 

i 


of 4 


4 


1 , 


of 4 


3 


! I 


of 4 


4 




of 4 


2 


3 


of 4 


3 


3 


of 4 


4 


3 


of 4 


4 


3 


cf 4 


4 


3 


jf 4 


4 


3 


of 4 


3 


3 


of 4 


4 


3 


of 4 


4 


3 


of 4 


4 


3 


of 4 


4 



TOTAL NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED (out of 25) n 23 
NUMBER OF ITEMS CORRECT lout of 100) - 91 

(Remediel Stendard is 69 of 100 items corneot) 
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CONNECTICUT \rlASTERY TESTING PROGRAM 
GRADE 4 REPORT ^ 
LANGUAGE ARTS 




TEACHER t L R 
SCHOOL: B 
OZSTklCTs B DZSTRZCT 



GRADE: 

TEST D/TEj 10/90 
FORM I 0 



STUDENT OBJECTIVES ANALYSES 

roR 

K A 



OBJECTIVES TESTED 



NRITiNC MECHANICS 

Capitalization and Puictuatlon 
2. Spalling I words » homonyms i and abbraviaiions ) 
5. AgrMsant (varb tan«a> avi>jaot-varb> and pronotti raferant) 

LOCATING INFORMATION 

4. Locating Informtion Cscha<Kjlas> aaps^ tablo of contants and titla paga, and dictionary) 

LISTENING COMPREHENSION 

5. Litaral (indarstanda tha aaanings of idaas clearly ttatad by a spoakar) 

6. Infarantial and Evaluativa lt*>der«tands tha moanlngs of idaas not claarly statodi but Imliad, by a spaaRar and 
is abla to mka critical j u dgna n ts about tham) •F~*v-r mr^ 

READING COMPREHENSION 

7. Litaral Ccrtdarstands tlia mannings of idaas claarly statad within a passage) 

8. Infarantial (i^r^tands tha naanings of ideas not statad, but irt^liadi within a passaga) 

9. Evalustiva (abla to maka critical jud^nants about statamanto and inferancas within a passaga) 



MASTERY CRITERIA 



NUMBER CORRtCT 



STUDENT 
SCORE 



9 of 12 
7 of 9 
11 of 15 



6 of 11 



5 of 7 
9 of 13 



9 of 12 
10 of 14 
7 ot 10 



11 



TOTAL fAJNBER OF OBJECHVES MASTERED (out of 9) ■ 7 



WRITING SAMPLE 



Holistic Writing Scora (Ranadial Standard is A of B I 



STUDENT 
SCORE 



; DEGREES OF READING POWER (DRP)^" 



j DRP U^its (Ramadial Standard is ^1 DRP Uhiis 
Raading (Soal is 50 DRP Uhits) 



This studant has produoad aatarial that is ganarally wall oroani^ad 
with si49portiva datail. 



STUDENT 
SCORE 



55 



Ttiis studant has scorad abova tha raading goal for bagirviing fourth 



gradars 



i 



•y^ :!.' ifPo.. Up., :.H^ ^,.Aei d-i,i i>i<r .i.r> tf.ije«Mj.Ks owned by \)ucnstonfl Aopi.oo scioncG Assocatob 
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( i,|i\in;bl C [<i'ic) h\ K %'r«nri lu .»l stjti' Br-.Wff i.i { il^it .itmn 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



SI:) 



PARENT/STUDENT DIAGNOSTIC REPORT 



liisidu yuu Will find llu' ri'snlfs ot tht» Conni'i li< iil .'»\cisitM\ Ifst adininisU-ri'd to soui (hild iMrlior this ull. Tlu' U-sl results liolf) to show 
cind ihi' school distiiit's piotrssioiuil slalf how v\rll noui i hild is pprfoiniin^ on tfiosi' skills i(UMilitii»(l h\ iht- Stalo ol Connedicut as 
unportafU loi sIucIimHs cnli'fiti^ louilh ^i.uli» lo h.nt' in.isii-u'd. 

Ihfse frsls an* d(»si^nt»(i lo (it»U'rniini» ihe spec itn skill k'\t»ls ol sUkUmMs. I ht- lo^l ri'sulls will bo us(Mi to: 

pio\i(li» >oui sih.)(jl wiih inldi inalKjn lor usf» m .ism»ssin^ ihi' [)roy;riNs oi indisicuMi siudi'nts ovur llnit'; 
- provide sour school with Iniornialion basrd on whuh iniprov i'mt»nts in thi» ^(Miornl instructional program (an he made; and 
f)ro\i(k' intoinMtKjn on .i[)propriali* l)asn skills uMm'dic\l c^ssi^iaiKi* tor sUidonls so induattHi. 

\^astt»r\ tosiin>« will (x ( ur I'.u h lali in lii.ulfs four si\ and ci^ht lor all ^.tudenls and in hi^»h school tor thoso students for whr/v retestin^ 
IS rt'(|uiriMl. 

If sou havt» .Hu (|ut'siions .ilioul tlv'si- ti-si u>^ulN. picasr ,isk sour ( hild's ffM( h(»r(si Thi» toa( hor(s) will *;hari» with vou other ohsorvations 
.ind rt'i oiniuendalions l),tsL«Ll on ('\|)i'ruMU(' in woikin^; with \oui son or dau^hloi dunn^; llu' lasl several mtMilhb. 

Description of the Test 

Mathematics: I In- ni.irfu'in.iiu s irsi .^ssi-.m-s iwrnls Iim- iJ'n s[)(m iiK oh|i'(ii\rs in lour y^i»nrr.\l ariMs of"; i]) C orn i»ptual Understandif .^s; 
» J r ( oniput.ilioji.il Skills; I ^ I'lo! )li'in SoK iiu; -Xpplu .ilioris. .iiid t4i WtMsunMiu'iU. c it'unu'li\ . I osf itiMiis i'\ aludti' a sludeni's ahililv lo order 
,in(I renaiiu' rninUKHs- (onijiitlf and csf n ri.^lc sunis ,inH dilU'ifMi cs ic.id and iiilripu»l l.ihlrs. ^i.iphs. ami i IkuIs; soIm» a Inroad ran^e ol 
piohlc>nis iiUMsuM' .iiiii cshniatt- li'iu;lh and w idlh idcnliK s|ia[u-s .rnd iril tii:u* 

lanj;uage Arts: 1 1 n* l.in'.;U''-\'' t^**' ' o\ I'ls tw 1 1 ;.;fnri.il .m ms KiMdnu'. I i--!! i uri^; ( oinpirln ■ii>inii and W nlini; I < n alinj; Inii^i null ion. I hrrr 
ail' niiu' ol))r(!i\i>s .Hul tv\o hohslu niiMsuii's. oiu* in icatlinii ait(' mw in willing. 

I hr I onli'iil ol ki'adinv; I istciiiii;; ( onipu'fu'nsK in x jjiisisIs oi natr.iliM* i'\pj)siloi\ . .uid [)eisu.isi\ p.iss.i^i's on a saru'l\ ol lopit s nuMsurln^ 
.1 siiKii'iu's iradinii and lisU»iiin^ ahilils in: ili hliM.il ( oni|)ich('nsior^ .'i Intcii'Mlnl oi Interpu'tise C onipieheiision; and {U I valualive (jr 
( iiiKal { onipri'lu-nsion Xuduj l.ipi's .ur usimI lo .issi'ss a siudciirs hsirniii)* i onipu'lu'iision ahilih. Also usfd is ilu' "De^iees ot Reading 
I'owrr" (UKl'i h'si wliu h i.k ludt's t'lj'jil '81 p.issa^t's and iiii\ si\ i')!)' n-si iIi' ms 11 is di»si^;in>(l to nu-asure d sUnlent's ahilits lo understand 
nonlK tion ln^*lis|i p.nsc on a .utaduali*d scale ol M'adin)* diiliiull\. 

Ihi' I onl(»ni ot \\ MtifUi I ( H .ilinv, Intonn.Hu in < oiisisN ol ifiirc ( oni| u nu-nis 1 ir si w 1 iin^.^ n.-'U aie diM'( ll\ .issi^sst»d A studiMit is askt'd to 
w I [lr on .1 ( It^si^nalrd topu llu- \\ i ilin\i is jikI^^im I on thr sUidenl s drim jiKliatrd aiii!i'\ / . }.^m>\ int( >ii n.Hion in ci ( ohfrenl .ind or^ani/ed 
lasliion. S*M ond. ihc Irsl assi'sscs llu- met h. inn > ol ^;o(Mi wii!iii\; wliuii .iir dj'ii.i. .• 1- i a|)it.ili/ali( m and Punt lualion; (J) Sf)ellifi^ 
<wt»rds. homoiuins. and al>l He\ i.}hons» ami t >• \Ki»'i'nuM)t I rn,ill\ iIh- irsi assi-sM- ■ 1 .^• Inioiin.ilion ihiou^li ihr usi- (}f s( tiedulcs. 
m.i[)s. litic p.ivi'"-. lal)lcs ol ( onliMils .md du tionanos. Ihis p.nl oi iho lf-1 nn-.n.«s . -.hMic nl's .il)i|[!\ lo lind a*,! u'-r inlorination Iron^ 
lislri I SI rs 
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 



MATHEMATICS 
GRADE 4 



OBJECTIVES TESTED 


TOTAL 
MATH 


CONCEPTUAL 
UNDERSTANDINGS 


COMPUTATIONAL 
SKILLS 


PROBLEM SOLVING 
AI.D APPLICATIONS 


MEASUREMENT 
AND GEOMETRY 



TEST DATE: 10/90 




DISTRICT 


#0F 
STUDENTS 

T CO T c r\ 

1 to 1 to 


T 
0 

C 


E 
R 


SCORES INDICATE THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 




ANDOVER 


29 




3 


90 


90 


97100 


76100 


83 


100100 


LOO 


^8 


66 


90 


97 


97 


93 


90 


97 


93 


97 


86 


90100 


97100 


22.9 


3 


ANSONIA 


166 


5 


6 


98 


87 


97 


96 


62 


97 


8^ 


96 


99 


95 


81 


95 


93 


97 


96 


76 


98 


96 


68 


97 


87 


84 


92 


'/5 


96 


22.8 


3 


ASHFORD 


39 


6 


^ 


100 


72 


90100 


67 


95 


72 


95 


92 


90 


67 


85 


82 


97 


97 


85 


97 


92 


77 


92 


97 


77 


92 


95100 


22.1 


5 


AVON 


173 




1 


97 


93 


9^ 


99 


66 


99 


85 


100 


99 


98 


91 


96 


97 


97 


99 


90 


99 


99 


91 


98 


95 


86 


98 


98 


99 


25.7 


1 


BARKHAHSTED 


53 


6 


5 


98 


91 


9^ 


98 


60 


98 


70 


100 


92 


92 


51 


62 


92 


98 


96 


85100 


96 


92 


96 


81 


87100100 


96 


22.3 


6 


BERLIN 


203 




3 


96 


87 


90 


98 


67 


79 


7^ 


96 


98 


97 


80 


68 


90 


95 


96 


88 


98 


95 


87 


94 


89 


86 


96 


99100 


22.6 


3 


BETHANY 


71 




2 


99 


93 


93 


99 


70 


75 


81 


96 


96 


86 


5^ 


91 


94100100 


69 


97 


94 


94 


94 


94 


91 


99 


94 


97 


22.7 


3 


BETHEL 


222 






95 


82 


86 


95 


57 


83 


79 


100 


98 


9^ 


69 


89 


88 


96 


95 


86 


95 


95 


66 


90 


80 


63 


95 


93 


99 


22.1 


5 


BLOOMFIELU 


139 


2 




97 


78 


68 


97 


68 


96 


8(i 


99 


97 


9^ 


75 


66 


90 


96 


96 


84 


94 


90 


76 


93 


80 


82 


85 


93 


99 


2'2.2 


5 


DOLTON 


71 




2 


97 


92 


89100 


^6 


89 


76 


99100 


97 


79 


93 


94100 


97 


94 


97 


97 


89 


96 


90 


90 


96 


9710 0 


i\2.9 


3 


DOZRAH 


32 


5 


3 


91 


72 


61100 


31 


61 


63 


97 


97 


8^ 


50 


81 


86 


941 


.00 


88 


94100 


64 


94 


61 


68 


97 


91100 


21.3 


3 


BRANFORD 


202 




^ 


99 


76 


89 


99 


50 


8^ 


81 


99100 


98 


75 


89 


92 


96 


98 


88 


99 


97 


69 


97 


84 


85 


97 


92100 


22.5 


2 


BRIDGEPORT 


W99 


1 


7 


78 


52 


6^ 


86 


19 


71 


56 


96 


97 


89 


33 


70 


74 


93 


65 


57 


86 


84 


51 


69 


63 


60 


60 


66 


97 


V\ . 0 


32 


BRISTOL 


616 


3 


6 


95 


80 


86 


97 


^1 


81 


69 


97 


97 


92 


62 


82 


90 


96 


94 


78 


93 


92 


73 


85 


80 


83 


90 


94 


99 


21.2 


10 


BROOKFIELD 


176 


^ 


2 


95 


83 


87 


97 


65 


89 


75 


98 


98 


93 


7^ 


76 


67 


97 


95 


85 


95 


90 


85 


92 


81 


85 


93 


95 


99 


22.1 


7 


BROOKLYN 


105 


6 


5 


95 


75 


92 


98 


51 


97 


75 


99 


98 


90 


70 


83 


90 


96 


96 


86 


96 


96 


83 


90 


66 


65 


96 


98100 


22.2 


5 


CANAAN 


18 


6 


^ 


9^ 


83 


83100 


39 


83 


78 


9^100100 


22 


63 


94 


88 


94 


94100100 


94100 


72 


69 


94 


94100 


21.9 


6 


CANTERBURY 


80 


6 


3 


100 


90 


96 


98 


51100 


88 


96 


99 


99 


78 


94 


95 


99 


94 


90 


99 


94 


86 


95 


84 


89 


95 


95 


98 


23. 0 


4 


CANTON 


100 


^ 


2 


97 


92 


92 


97 


70 


6^ 


78 


98 


93 


9^ 


79 


86 


96 


97 


95 


66 


96 


94 


66 


95 


89 


94 


97 


95 


99 


22.8 


4 


CHAPLIN 


25 


6 


5 


96 


5^ 


75 


68 


38 


75 


5^ 


68 


92 


83 


^2 


75 


79 


80 


76 


64 


80 


60 


56 


68 


75 


75 


80 


88 


92 


18.4 


25 


CHESHIRE 


3^7 


2 


2 


98 


88 


92 


99 


63 


85 


78 


98 


97 


93 


70 


83 


93 


98 


98 


87 


96 


96 


ed 


96 


85 


90 


97 


97100 


22.6 


3 


CHESTER 


55 


6 


3 


100 


91 


93 


98 


35 


65 


69 


100100 


98 


76 


67 


95100100 


84100 


93 


93 


96 


65 


87 


98 


98100 


22.6 


0 


CLINTON 


180 


5 


^ 


96 


87 


8^ 


98 


73 


67 


73 


9^ 


92 


66 


71 


76 


93 


96 


94 


83 


96 


92 


86 


96 


77 


86 


96 


94 


99 


22.1) 


6 


COLCHESTER 


153 


5 


5 


96 


73 


88 


99 


5^ 


76 


72 


99 


96 


92 


45 


78 


88 


94 


94 


92 


96 


90 


62 


92 


73 


62 


97 


90 


99 


21.«'4 


7 


COLEBROOK 


16 


6 


3 


100 


81 


9^100 


31 


75 


56 


100 


9^ 


81 


25 


69 


100 


94100 


69100 


86 


69 


88 


88 


66 


94 


81100 


20.4i> 


13 


COLUMBIA 


^3 


5 


3 


93 


93 


93 


95 


72 


68 


6^ 


95 


96 


95 


88 


66 


951001 


00 


86 


95 


95 


93 


91 


93 


68 


95 


96100 


23. ]l. 


2 


CORNWALL 


12 


6 


3 


100 


92100 


92 


63 


92 


92 


83 


92 


92 


83100 


100100100100100100100100 


100 


92100100 


92 


23. a 


0 


COVENTRY 


118 




3 


97 


88 


85 


97 


60 


76 


71 


97 


97 


92 


63 


71 


69 


95 


94 


86 


92 


92 


81 


66 


78 


34 


92 


962 


00 


21.0 


6 
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STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 



MATHEMATICS 
GRADE 4 



OBJECTIVES TESTED 


TOTAL 
MATH 


CONCEPTUAL 
UNDERSTANDINGS 


COMPUTATIONAL 
SKILLS 


PROBLEM SOLV<\G 
AND APPLICATIONS 


MEASUREMENT 
AND GEOMETRY 



- ^ ^ ^ 

% % \K % % 



TEST DATE: 10/9C 




^ 

^ ^ a 2. 0}, ^ 



% ^ 
\ % \ % 



\ %\\ % \ \ \ \ % \ 



0^ 



% \ %, % ^ 

% \ % \ 





DISTRICT 


n 

STUDFNTS 
TESTED 


T 

o 
c 


p 

u 

G 


SCORES INDICATE THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 




CROMWELL 


136 


4 


4 


97 


83 


88 


95 


47 


89 


69 


96 


96 


90 


71 


72 


88 


99 


99 


83 


93 


90 


80 


86 


85 


81 


96 


90 


99 


21.7 


8 


DANBURY 


551 


3 


6 


95 


75 


87 


95 


48 


89 


72 


98 


96 


94 


65 


82 


86 


96 


92 


75 


93 


89 


77 


89 


77 


81 


90 


89 


98 


21.3 


12 


DARIEN 


203 


2 


1 


99 


93 


94100 


66 


67 


83 


97100 


96 


73 


94 


92 


98 


98 


90 


99 


96 


89 


95 


90 


90 


96 


95100 


23.1 


2 


DEEP RIVER 


W7 


6 


5 


100 


77 


94100 


49 


68 


70 


98 


96 


91 


55 


79 


85 


98 


98 


87 


91 


98 


87 


94 


87 


67 


98 


89 


98 


21.7 


6 


DERBY 


97 


5 


S 


98 


81 


94 


95 


47 


94 


70 


99 


97 


95 


55 


67 


88 


98 


97 


82 


95 


94 


79 


93 


80 


88 


93 


88100 


21.9 


6 


EASTFORD 


19 


6 


3 


79 


58 


74 


84 


42 


84 


42 


100 


84 


79 


26 


84 


95 


95 


84 


74 


84 


79 


63 


68 


/4 


68 


68 


84100 


18.7 


26 


EAST GRANBY 


52 


4 


2 


100 


63 


67 


98 


46 


94 


71 


96 


98100 


62 


87 


92 


96100 


92 


96100 


88 


98 


71 


90 


87 


98 


98 


22.3 


2 


EAST HAPDArt 


84 


5 


4 


94 


60 


95 


99 


48 


90 


74 


98 


99 


95 


70 


87 


92 


96 


96 


89 


94 


92 


88 


90 


90 


81 


98 


92100 


22.3 


7 


EAST HAMPTON 


131 


5 


3 


95 


79 


82 


95 


62 


79 


64 


97 


94 


89 


76 


79 


88 


97 


92 


85 


95 


90 


82 


93 


84 


86 


92 


93100 


21.7 


8 


EAST HARTFORD 


410 


2 


6 


95 


78 


87 


93 


53 


90 


81 


97 


97 


93 


70 


85 


90 


97 


94 


80 


93 


91 


76 


89 


79 


80 


90 


90 


99 


21.7 


9 


EAST HAVEN 


229 


2 


5 


94 


86 


84 


95 


55 


66 


83 


98 


97 


93 


72 


84 


93 


96 


98 


84 


97 


93 


85 


92 


62 


82 


96 


92100 


22.2 


5 


EAST LYME 


179 


4 


2 


97 


81 


82 


96 


60 


83 


68 


96 


96 


67 


55 


70 


91 


94 


94 


79 


96 


94 


84 


93 


83 


91 


93 


89 


99 


21.5 


11 


EASTON 


83 


4 


1 


100 


87 


95 


98 


54 


93 


83 


100100 


96 


70 


84 


88 


99 


94 


88 


94 


95 


83 


94 


90 


94 


98 


96100 


22.7 


2 


EAST WINDSOR 


92 


4 


5 


96 


67 


76100 


33 


84 


82 


100100 


95 


66 


86 


92 


97 


96 


86 


97 


91 


74 


93 


83 


74 


90 


95100 


21.7 


8 


ELLINGTON 


142 


4 


3 


99 


65 


91 


97 


57 


94 


76 


99 


98 


92 


69 


83 


92 


97 


98 


88 


96 


97 


86 


92 


92 


85 


99 


97 


99 


22.6 


1 


ENFIELD 


485 


3 


5 


97 


62 


93 


96 


59 


94 


78 


99 


97 


94 


80 


81 


91 


98 


97 


62 


97 


93 


81 


92 


62 


86 


V3 


94100 


22.4 


5 


ESSEX 


67 


6 


4 


96 


82 


86 


97 


55 


81 


76 


100 


99 


96 


67 


97 


94 


94 


99 


82 


97 


97 


85 


90 


94 


90 


99 


97100 


22.5 


4 


FAIRFIELD 


460 


2 


2 


98 


92 


96 


97 


62 


92 


83 


99 


97 


95 


76 


93 


97 


99 


98 


67 


97 


97 


91 


94 


89 


88 


97 


97 


99 


23.1 


2 


FARMINGTON 


272 


4 


2 


99 


91 


96100 


71 


94 


90 


100 


96 


96 


86 


93 


96 


99 


98 


86 


99 


98 


90 


97 


93 


88 


97 


98100 


23.5 


0 


FRANKLIN 


25 


5 


3 


100 


68 


76100 


16 


84 


72 


lOOlQQ 


92 


24 


64 


72100 


88 


80100100 


64 


84 


88 


84 


96 


96 


96 


20.6 


4 


GLASTONBURY 


367 


4 


2 


97 


85 


95 


98 


60 


64 


73 


99 


97 


96 


58 


84 


68 


97 


96 


63 


98 


94 


87 


93 


63 


88 


94 


<»6 


99 


22.2 


5 


GRANBY 


115 


4 


2 


97 


95 


96 


97 


63 


92 


83 


99 


94 


96 


74 


85 


97 


97 


99 


90 


98 


96 


90 


97 


83 


87 


98 


97 


99 


23.0 


1 


GREENWICH 


428 


2 


2 


96 


90 


91 


96 


62 


69 


79 


97 


98 


95 


74 


69 


93 


97 


96 


86 


96 


96 


86 


96 


86 


87 


96 


95 


99 


22.7 


5 


GRISWOLD 


125 


4 


6 


94 


64 


80 


96 


58 


68 


70 


97 


94 


94 


38 


82 


88 


94 


96 


88 


95 


92 


62 


94 


65 


80 


89 


94100 


21.1 


8 


GROTON 


512 


3 


4 


92 


71 


84 


95 


34 


77 


65 


97 


96 


92 


54 


82 


84 


95 


94 


80 


91 


88 


77 


89 


74 


78 


90 


89 


98 


20.7 


13 


GUILFORD 


290 


4 


2 


96 


86 


94 


99 


67 


87 


77 


99 


98 


96 


43 


87 


94 


99 


97 


90 


98 


98 


90 


97 


78 


86 


94 


94100 


22.5 


3 


HAHDEN 


409 


2 


4 


95 


83 


85 


9< 


45 


67 


73 


99 


98 


90 


56 


80 


87 


95 


94 


79 


95 


93 


77 


87 


77 


81 


92 


93 


98 


21.3 


10 


HAMPTON 


13 


5 


4 


lOOlOe 


85100 


69 


85 


77 


100100100 


69 


85 


100100 


92 


85 


92 


92 


65 


92 


85 


92100 


92100 


22.8 


0 
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SCORES INDICATE THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJ.:CTIVE 



HARTFORD 


1769 


1 


7 


72 


47 


48 


84 


12 


58 


49 


95 


93 


85 


25 


58 


67 


84 


72 


56 


83 


81 


47 


61 


49 


51 


77 


85 


96 


16.4 


41 


HARTLAND 


26 


6 


3 


92 


77 


96 


96 


35100 


81 


100100 


92 


81 


77 


96 


96 


92 


96 


92 


96 


92 


96 


92 


96100100100 


22,7 


4 


HEBRON 


130 


5 


2 


98 


82 


94 


98 


58 


92 


85 


99100 


95 


77 


93 


93 


96 


98 


91 


96 


97 


91 


95 


92 


85 


96 


97 


99 


23.0 


3 


KENT 


35 


6 


<h 


100 


94 


97 


97 


56 


97 


88 


100 


97 


97 


88 


94 


97 


97100 


94 


94100100100 


94 


94100100100 


23.8 


0 


KILIINGLY 


210 


6 


6 


96 


79 


87 


97 


44 


90 


73 


99 


97 


91 


71 


86 


86 


96 


96 


80 


93 


89 


80 


90 


82 


85 


97 


95100 


21.9 


5 


LEBANON 


93 


6 




98 


88 


94 


96 


60 


90 


71 


96 


97 


96 


74 


85 


97 


96 


98 


85 


96 


94 


90 


95 


89 


91 


97 


98100 


22,7 


3 


LEDYAi7D 


219 


<h 


2 


95 


76 


90 


95 


53 


90 


75 


96 


96 


89 


60 


84 


84 


99 


95 


84 


92 


91 


81 


90 


87 


82 


96 


92100 


21.8 


8 


LISBON 


<i9 


<h 


5 


100 


88 


84 


96 


57 


78 


69 


100 


98 


92 


55 


86 


96 


96 


94 


82 


96 


92 


86 


94 


90 


82 


94 


98100 


22.0 


6 


LITCHFIELD 


87 


6 


3 


94 


74 


86 


98 


48 


97 


77 


98 


92 


94 


67 


82 


87 


94 


92 


71 


92 


92 


76 


91 


83 


90 


90 


90 


98 


21.5 


11 


M/IDISON 


208 


5 


2 


99 


85 


93 


98 


54 


86 


76 


97 


99 


95 


72 


93 


91 


97 


97 


85 


97 


92 


88 


92 


86 


81 


97 


97 


99 


22.4 


7 


MANCHESTER 


S71 


3 




96 


88 


93 


97 


83 


95 


87 


97 


94 


88 


79 


83 


93 


96 


95 


77 


95 


92 


87 


92 


89 


83 


95 


96 


99 


22.7 


4 


MANSFT'ZLD 


131 


6 




97 


91 


96 


99 


65 


95 


82 


96100 


94 


65 


89 


89 


98 


98 


93 


96 


95 


90 


92 


89 


88 


96 


97 


98 


22.9 


2 


MARLBOROUGH 


69 


5 


2 


100 


93 


96 


99 


75 


99 


86 


97 


99 


94 


80 


99 


96 


96 


96 


91 


99 


94 


91 


94 


97 


84 


94 


96100 


23.4 


0 


MERIDEN 


611 


3 


6 


91 


70 


77 


91 


48 


84 


65 


95 


94 


89 


59 


65 


82 


93 


90 


73 


90 


84 


67 


79 


75 


76 


86 


89 


97 


20.1 


18 


MIDDLETOWN 


326 


3 


6 


94 


79 


82 


95 


50 


81 


6? 


95 


94 


86 


58 


71 


90 


94 


93 


75 


93 


90 


77 


86 


71 


87 


91 


90 


98 


20.9 


11 


MILFORD 


^51 


3 




94 


88 


82 


96 


44 


87 


68 


98 


98 


90 


53 


81 


93 


«6 


96 


85 


94 


91 


81 


91 


79 


83 


96 


94 


98 


21.6 


7 


MONROE 


231 


<h 


2 


99 


89 


90 


98 


73 


97 


87 


99100 


98 


85 


97 


94 


v8 


99 


84 


96 


97 


86 


94 


87 


88 


99 


98100 


23.3 


1 


MONTVILLE 


202 




5 


95 


76 


86 


95 


46 


84 


74 


97 


98 


95 


51 


77 


90 


99 


95 


83 


95 


94 


79 


88 


78 


83 


92 


93 


99 


21.4 


6 


NAUGATUCK 


35^ 


2 


6 


96 


87 


90 


99 


51 


90 


79 


98 


97 


94 


76 


86 


93 


97 


97 


83 


96 


94 


79 


91 


82 


84 


91 


93100 


22.2 


5 


NEW BRITAIN 


613 


3 


6 


89 


71 


77 


91 


45 


75 


64 


96 


94 


91 


57 


74 


82 


93 


88 


72 


86 


85 


64 


77 


75 


73 


65 


89 


98 


19.9 


21 


NEW CANAAN 


191 


2 


1 


99 


92 


87 


96 


69 


95 


77 


99 


97 


96 


64 


88 


95 


97 


97 


90 


99 


97 


91 


96 


85 


92 


95 


96 


99 


22.9 


2 


NEW FAIRFIELD 


199 


<h 


2 


97 


82 


88 


97 


42 


85 


74 


97 


97 


94 


5T 


80 


93 


94 


94 


85 


95 


95 


84 


94 


80 


78 


96 


96 


99 


21.7 


6 


NEW HARTFORD 


73 


5 


3 


97 


77 


78 


95 


42 


95 


74 


97 


99 


93 


62 


82 


85 


99 


96 


79 


93 


96 


78 


95 


86 


82 


97 


93100 


21.7 


7 


NEW HAVEN 


1257 


1 


7 


86 


57 


76 


91 


35 


68 


54 


94 


93 


83 


35 


64 


75 


89 


80 


60 


88 


82 


56 


71 


58 


66 


76 


88 


97 


18.2 


29 


NEWIN6T0N 


262 


2 


3 


95 


95 


89 


97 


59 


96 


85 


100 


99 


98 


tfl 


94 


94 


98 


98 


90 


96 


95 


90 


97 


90 


90 


98 


97100 


23.2 


1 


NEW LONDON 


242 


3 


6 


86 


57 


73 


92 


24 


58 


56 


97 


95 


88 


35 


72 


77 


95 


89 


69 


91 


86 


61 


80 


51 


72 


86 


88 


96 


18.8 


25 


NEW MILFORD 


307 


5 




97 


83 


92 


97 


53 


84 


69 


98 


96 


95 


59 


79 


89 


98 


94 


87 


97 


94 


85 


94 


80 


80 


96 


94100 


21.9 


7 


NEWTOWN 


282 


5 


2 


100 


88 


95 


99 


79 


94 


79 


92 


94 


90 


71 


82 


93 


98 


96 


89 


96 


92 


88 


95 


85 


83 


94 


96100 


2?. 7 
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% 
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# OF 
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T 
O 
C 


E 
R 
G 


SCORES INDICATE THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 




NQKrULK 


25 


6 


^ 


7^ 


09 
7^ 


92 


88 


90 


70 


f b 


96 


96 


oO 


72 




92 


96 


96 


96 


96 


96 


80 


96 


88 


92 


96 


96 


96 


22.4 


4 


NORIH BRANrORD 


106 




3 


96 


83 


91 


95 


39 


76 


68 


97 


96 


89 


67 


78 


90 


96 


97 


84 


94 


91 


87 


89 


85 


90 


94 


95 


99 


21.7 


9 


NORTrl C ANA An 


^5 


6 


^ 


96 


7\ 


73 


93 


31 


78 


71 


98100 


96 


56 


69 


84 


93 


89 


78 


93 


91 


78 


84 


73 


80 


91 


91100 


20.6 


13 


NORTH HAVEN 


220 


2 


3 


99 


86 


87 


95 


54 


84 


72 


98 


97 


94 


50 


84 


92 


96 


97 


85 


97 


97 


83 


96 


75 


85 


94 


95100 


21.9 


3 


NORTH STONINGTON 


59 


5 


3 


100 


86 


92 


97 


37 


76 


81 


95 


93 


93 


69 


97 


97 


9810 0 


92100 


97 


92 


98 


88 


86 


95 


97100 


22.6 


3 


NORWALK 


671 


3 


6 


88 


7^ 


67 


85 


34 


77 


69 


93 


92 


88 


55 


75 


83 


91 


86 


70 


88 


84 


69 


81 


77 


72 


85 


85 


96 


19.6 


21 


NORWICH 


381 


3 


6 


95 


l<k 


85 


97 


41 


81 


68 


98 


98 


93 


57 


77 


83 


96 


95 


78 


93 


93 


82 


90 


81 


81 


92 


96100 


21.3 


9 


OLD SAYBROOK 


112 


5 


^ 




87 


91 


99 


67 


92 


73 


97 


97 


96 


69 


88 


96 


99 


96 


85 


98 


96 


93 


95 


88 


87 


96 


95100 


22.7 


1 


ORANGE 


16^ 


2 


1 


96 


86 


87 


96 


46 


77 


72 


99 


98 


96 


77 


85 


91 


95 


98 


82 


93 


95 


85 


93 


86 


89 


98 


95 


99 


22.1 


6 


OXFORD 


1^1 


5 


3 


99 


84 


86 


96 


54 


77 


70 


100 


99 


96 


56 


91 


89 


94 


94 


84 


93 


85 


87 


90 


76 


89 


95 


91 


98 


21.7 


7 


PLAINFIELD 


1B2 


6 


6 


91 


78 


76 


96 


49 


79 


69 


96 


95 


90 


66 


68 


88 


92 


88 


69 


87 


85 


76 


81 


81 


79 


91 


91 


96 


20.6 


13 


PLAINVILLE 


18^ 


^ 


5 


97 




84 


96 


39 


79 


73 


98 


99 


95 


63 


72 


84 


97 


96 


83 


96 


91 


78 


91 


84 


84 


93 


93 


99 


21.4 


10 


PLYMOUTH 


126 


2 


5 


96 


83 


93 


98 


71 


94 


84 


96 


98 


94 


83 


86 


89 


98 


9S 


85 


91 


90 


87 


v5 


93 


83 


95 


96 


98 


22.7 


6 


POMFRET 


^3 


6 


^ 


98 


77 


77 


91 


56 


91 


77 


98100 


95 


56 


88 


86 


95 


95 


81 


98 


93 


84 


93 


81 


86 


86 


88100 


21.7 


9 


PORTLAND 


83 


5 




98 


77 


86 


99 


47 


92 


70 


99 


95 


88 


75 


55 


89 


99 


98 


76 


93 


92 


75 


93 


90 


87 


95 


92 


99 


21.6 


5 


PRESTON 


^8 


^ 


5 


96 


79 


88 


94 


38 


73 


63 


98100 


92 


54 


83 


90 


98 


94 


83 


98 


96 


88 


94 


88 


85 


90 


96100 


21.5 


6 


PUINAM 


96 


6 


6 


98 


76 


84100 


48 


95 


77 


96 


98 


96 


64 


79 


93 


97 


94 


80 


94 


91 


77 


81 


79 


81 


91 


94100 


21.6 


7 


REDDING 


103 


5 


1 


95 


83 


89 


95 


58 


79 


73 


94 


91 


83 


68 


83 


89 


97 


93 


75 


94 


92 


87 


90 


82 


79 


92 


90100 


21.5 


9 


RIDGEFIELD 


2i57 


5 


1 


99 


93 


93 


98 


75 


96 


81 


100 




97 


82 


90 


96 


99 


98 


92 


97 


97 


88 


99 


93 


89 


96 


98100 


23.5 


2 


ROCKY HILL 


150 


^ 




97 


82 


95 


96 


65 


85 


80 


97 




96 


70 


86 


91 


99 


97 


84 


96 


93 


83 


93 


85 


83 


95 


97100 


22.4 


3 


SALEM 


68 


5 




100 


85 


93 


96 


44 


75 


68 


99 


97 


93 


49 


71 


82 


96 


96 


88 


96 


90 


87 


88 


81 


85 


96 


91 


99 


21.4 


6 


SALISBURY 


<^9 


6 




92 


71 


90 


92 


39 


67 


55 


98 


86 


94 


18 


80 


88 


92 


88 


69 


96 


86 


78 


84 


65 


78 


96 


92100 


19.9 


16 


SCOTLAND 


22 


6 


5 


95 


55 


95100 


36 


86 


59 


95100 


86 


32 


95 


86100100 


86100 


95 


86 




77 


95 


86100100 


21.4 


9 


SEYMOUR 


159 


5 


5 


9<i 


87 


92 


96 


36 


79 


71 


100 


98 


93 


59 


78 


91 


98 


97 


83 


97 


96 


87 


93 


77 


82 


94 


97100 


21.8 


3 


SHARON 


23 


6 


^ 


96 


74 


87 


87 


35 


43 


57 


87 


96 


91 


57 


65 


74100 


96 


74 


96 


87 


78 


83 


70 


83 


87 


831 


00 


19.8 


22 


SHELTON 


362 


3 


3 


99 


81 


88 


97 


42 


91 


74 


99 


98 


95 


57 


86 


87 


97 


96 


83 


95 


94 


78 


90 


75 


84 


96 


96 


99 


21.8 


5 


SHERMAN 


30 


6 


2 


100 


73 


90100 


40 


97 


83 


97 


901 


00 


63 


93 


93 


93 


93 


97 


97 


93 


80 


93 


100 


77100 


901 


00 


22.3 


3 


SIMSBURY 


282 




1 


98 


87 


93 


98 


73 


92 


81 


97 


96 


94 


82 


89 


93 


98 


96 


86 


98 


96 


90 


96 


89 


87 


98 


961 


00 


23.0 


4 



CONNECTICUT HASTERY TESTING PROGRAM 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 



00 

1 



ERIC 



MATHEMATICS 
GRADE 4 



OBJECTIVES TESTED 


TOTAL 
MATH 


CONCEPTUAL 
UNDERSTANDINGS 


COMPUTATIONAL 
SKILLS 


PROBLEM SOLVING 
AND APPLICATIONS 


MEASUREMENT 
AND GEOMETRY 



TEST DATE: 10/90 




Uto i KIU i 


u Of 

CTl 1 nfTMTC 
1 uO i CU 


T 


E 

o 
K 

o 


SCORES INDICATE THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 




SOHERS 


98 


4 


3 


98 


87 


96 


97 


73 


90 


78 


99 


98 


94 


71 


85 


93 


96 


9? 


88 


91 


94 


85 


91 


80 


90 


96 


99100 


22.6 


5 


S0UTHIN5T0N 


410 


3 


5 


97 


83 


93 


97 


51 


93 


74 


98 


99 


93 


74 


88 


93 


97 


'/7 


84 


97 


95 


84 


94 


91 


88 


95 


95 


99 


22.5 


4 


SOUTH WINDSOR 


308 


2 


2 


95 


82 


87 


94 


45 


76 


74 


97 


96 


95 


64 


84 


90 


97 


97 


85 


94 


93 


82 


90 


79 


83 


95 


95 


99 


21.7 


7 


SPRAGUE 


27 


4 


5 


96 


?3 


89 


96 


41 


85 


63 


100100100 


74 


61 


78 


96 


96 


89100 


96 


85 


96 


85 


93 


89100 


93 


22.0 


4 


STAFFORD 


148 


5 


5 


97 


84 


76 


99 


47 


90 


77 


97 


99 


92 


61 


89 


93 


9K 


95 


80 


93 


90 


84 


91 


70 


88 


95 


95 


98 


21.7 


6 


STAMFORD 


823 


1 


6 


90 


67 


74 


90 


38 


73 


62 


97 


94 


89 


41 


74 


78 


90 


84 


68 


90 


87 


66 


77 


68 


71 


84 


86 


98 


19.4 


25 


STERLING 


37 


6 


5 


92 


78 


81100 


57 


86 


68 


95 


95 


84 


51 


68 


86100 


95 


84 


92 


86 


76 


84 


78 


76 


97 


95100 


21.0 


11 


STONINGTON 


146 


4 


5 


93 


86 


90 


97 


64 


93 


73 


97 


97 


95 


73 


84 


92 


97 


95 


82 


95 


95 


86 


96 


88 


87 


95 


97 


99 


22.5 


7 


STRATFORD 


459 


2 


5 


^6 


83 


86 


97 


59 


85 


74 


96 


94 


90 


49 


77 


89 


96 


95 


81 


95 


89 


80 


88 


81 


85 


92 


90100 


21.5 


10 


SUFFIELD 


136 


4 


3 


96 


85 


95 


98 


78 


96 


82 


92 


96 


95 


80 


77 


92 


99 


96 


88 


96 


88 


90 


90 


88 


88 


94 


96100 


22.8 


4 


THOMASTON 


90 


4 




96 


93 


96 


96 


56 


83 


70 


100 


99 


94 


64 


70 


94 


97 


94 


77 


92 


94 


74 


88 


82 


86 


93 


97 


99 


21.8 


3 


THOMPSON 


119 


6 




94 


82 


78 


96 


42 


83 


73 


97 


95 


91 


58 


81 


87 


91 


96 


82 


95 


94 


81 


94 


72 


87 


97 


96100 


21.4 


9 


TOLLAND 


149 


5 


3 


95 


80 


91 


99 


42 


83 


66 


97 


97 


95 


47 


88 


90 


96 


99 


81 


96 


95 


79 


89 


89 


86 


96 


95 


99 


21.7 


5 


T0RRIN6T0N 


349 


3 


6 


96 


79 


81 


96 


52 


83 


76 


99 


99 


96 


73 


79 


87 


94 


93 


80 


94 


94 


78 


91 


85 


84 


95 


92100 


21.8 


9 


TRUMBULL 


364 


J: 


2 


99 


88 


93 


99 


62 


95 


79 


99 


98 


95 


84 


90 


94 


96 


96 


83 


94 


93 


87 


93 


88 


86 


97 


94 


99 


22.8 


4 


UNION 


7 


•> 


5 


100 


86100100 


57 


86 


86 


100100100 


57100 


86100100100 


86100100100 


100100100100100 


23.4 


0 


VERNON 


309 


3 


4 


96 


88 


89 


98 


51 


90 


72 


.98 


90 


93 


55 


88 


94 


97 


97 


84 


98 


94 


83 


94 


80 


85 


96 


97 


99 


22.2 


4 


VOLUNTOWN 


31 


6 


S 


97 


90 


87 


87 


58 


87 


65 


97 


97 


87 


65 


84 


87 


97 


97 


84100 


87 


90 


90 


81 


87 


94 


94 


97 


21.8 


10 


WALLIN6F0RD 


437 


3 


5 


96 


78 


83 


96 


37 


75 


67 


97 


99 


95 


54 


79 


90 


97 


95 


82 


93 


93 


80 


92 


77 


81 


94 


93100 


21.2 


9 


WATERBURY 


92:s 


1 


6 


85 


50 


61 


88 


19 


77 


49 


95 


94 


86 


29 


66 


71 


92 


84 


66 


87 


85 


56 


73 


57 


66 


82 


87 


96 


18.0 


28 


WATERFORD 


166 


4 


4 


98 


70 


87 


98 


36 


89 


69 


96 


95 


94 


61 


77 


84 


98 


96 


81 


93 


90 


76 


89 


84 


82 


92 


93 


99 


21.3 


6 


WATERTOWN 


232 


2 


5 


99 


91 


93 


98 


58 


87 


84 


98 


99 


96 


83 


87 


97 


97 


98 


81 


97 


97 


89 


95 


83 


84 


95 


95100 


22.8 


2 


WESTDROOK 


63 


6 


4 


98 


81 


76 


94 


51 


90 


59 


94 


86 


84 


48 


59 


87 


94 


89 


83 


98 


84 


81 


94 


81 


89 


90 


90 


98 


20.8 


11 


WEST HARTFORD 


549 


2 


2 


95 


85 


90 


97 


61 


87 


75 


97 


96 


92 


68 


63 


93 


95 


96 


84 


96 


94 


85 


93 


85 


84 


95 


95 


99 


22.2 


7 


WEST HAVEN 


440 


2 


6 


98 


91 


93 


98 


69 


93 


80 


98 


99 


96 


75 


89 


97 


97 


97 


86 


98 


97 


89 


95 


86 


85 


95 


96100 


23.0 


3 


WESTON 


90 


5 


1 


100 


89 


97 


98 


58 


94 


78 


99 


99 


98 


73 


91 


93100 


98 


83 


99 


97 


89 


94 


90 


84 


97 


93100 


22.9 


1 


WESTPORT 


218 


3 


1 


99 


93 


96 


99 


75 


91 


88 


100 


98 


94 


79 


94 


97 


99 


98 


90 


99 


97 


93 


98 


91 


88 


98 


98100 


23.5 


1 


WETHERSFIELD 


213 


2 


3 


99 


85 


92 


97 


52 


91 


75 


99 


97 


97 


70 


86 


92 


97 


98 


87 


95 


95 


86 


95 


92 


85 


95 


95100 


22.5 


5 



CONNECTICUT HASTERY TESTING PR06RAH 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 



I 



MATHEMATICS 
GRADE 4 



OBJECTIVES TESTED 


TOTAL 
MATH 


CONCEPTUAL 
UNDERSTANDINGS 


COMPUTAIIONAL 
SKILLS 


PROBLEM SOLVING 
AND APPLICATIONS 


MEASUREMENT 
AND GEOMETRY 



TEST DATE: 10/90 



DISTRICT 



HILLIN6T0N 

WILTON 

WIHCHESTER 

WINDHAH 

WINDSOR 

WINDSOR LOCKS 

WOLCOTT 

WOODBRIDGE 

WOODSTOCK 

REG. DIST. NO. 06 

REG. DIST. NO. 10 

REG. DIST. NO. 12 

REG. DIST. NO. 13 

REG. DIST. NO. 1^ 

REG. DIST. NO. 15 

REG. DIST. NO. 16 

REG. DIST. NO. 17 

REG* DIST. NO* IB 



nop 

STUDENTS 
TESTED 



56 
212 
133 
2^1 
337 
113 
W7 
82 
86 
72 
168 
81 
131 
111 
233 
146 
133 
90 




SCORES INDICATE THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 



98 
100 
96 
89 
89 
97 
97 
9<» 
98 
97 
98 
99 
98 
97 
98 
93 
98 
96 



96 89 95 
92 92 99 
72 80 94 

72 77 94 

73 85 96 
88 94100 
82 91 98 
87 89 .8 

80 79 94 

81 89 97 

90 95 97 

84 90 99 

85 85100 

86 86 99 

91 91 99 
75 87 97 
96 93 99 
90 98 97 



70 82 73 
81 92 82 
41 76 62 

59 82 73 
41 89 
53 88 

60 90 

62 88 80 

55 86 70 
49 68 
67 95 

63 94 63 
44 70 65 

56 93 77 
62 89 85 
36 79 62 
78 95 77 
73 97 84 



72 
76 
78 



68 
77 



98 98 

98 97 

93 97 

94 93 
97 98 

99 99 
99 94 
99 99 
94 91 
96 97 

96 98 
98100 

97 98 
94 99 
99100 

96 96 

97 97 
97100 



70 
92 
77 
72 



96 55 
94 67 

87 54 

88 65 

94 52 81 

95 78 84 
94 71 84 

96 68 
88 34 77 
99 68 78 

93 79 85 

94 74 93 

93 62 79 
92 34 77 

95 80 

94 58 
91 69 83 
98 81 88 



93 
76 



91 95 
94 96 
87 95 
82 89 
81 96 

92 97 
65 97 
96 95 

92 97 

94 97 
90 96 
90 96 

93 97 

95 95 
95100 
85 97 
98 98 

94 92 



91 88 

92 86 
94 83 
87 74 
94 83 
96 89 
99 83 
96 91 

94 85 
96 85 

96 88 
98 90 

95 84 
95 82 
98 86 
94 79 
98 92 

97 8S 



98 98 
95 95 
92 87 
92 89 

95 91 

96 96 
95 93 

99 95 
91 92 

97 92 

95 95 
91 96 

96 92 

96 92 
99 97 

97 89 
99 98 
96 92 



88 95 
87 92 

80 90 
73 84 

76 88 

81 96 

81 90 

82 91 

77 91 
76 95 
87 96 

85 95 

86 96 

87 91 
91 98 
82 89 
91 94 
97 99 



96 
96 
92 



75 93 
85 90 
78 80 
68 78 91 

75 83 95 
88 87 93 
88 85 
88 83 
77 84 95 
81 81 95 
85 86 95 
95 85 98 

76 85 95 
76 85 96 

85 86 98 

86 78 94 
90 86 97 
90 89100 



95 
94 



96100 
94100 

91 98 
90 99 

94 99 
97100 
90 99 
96100 

92 99 
95100 
96100 
98100 

95 98 
98100 
99 99 
92100 
94100 
98 99 



22.2 
22.9 
20.8 
20.6 
21.1 
22.6 
22.2 
22.6 
21.1 
21.6 
22.7 
22.6 
21.7 
21.8 
25.1 
21.1 
25.1 
23.5 



4 
5 
9 

16 

11 
3 
5 
4 

10 
7 
4 
1 
6 
5 
1 

10 
1 
0 



CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 



I 

09 
O 
I 



MATHEMATICS 
GRADE 4 



OBJECTIVES TESTED 


TOTAL 
MATH 


CONCEPTUAL 
UNDERSTANDINGS 


COMPUTATIONAL 
SKILLS 


PROBLEM SOLVING 
AND APPLICATIONS 


MEASUREMENT 
AND GEOMETRY 



TEST DATE: 10/90 




DISTRICT 



ERIC 



TOG 1 
TOC 2 
TOC 3 
TOC ^1 
TOC 5 
TOC 6 
ERG 1 
ERG 2 
ERG 3 
ERG ^ 
ERG 5 
ERG 6 
ERG 7 
STATE 



TOTAL 
TOTAL 
VOTAL 
TOTAL 
TOTAL 
TOTAL 
TOTAL 
TOTAL 
TOTAL 
TOTAL 
TOTAL 
TOTAL 
TOTAL 
TOTAL 



#OF 
STUDENTS 
TESTED 



6271 
70II 
8117 
6528 
3717 
2726 
2058 
5799 
37^1 
5210 
^^69 
85^8 
4B25 
34370 



THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 



80 53 

96 86 

94 78 

97 85 

97 85 

96 80 

98 90 

97 87 
97 86 

95 82 

96 81 

92 73 
78 51 

93 77 



63 88 
90 97 
84 95 
90 97 
90 98 
86 96 
92 98 
92 98 
89 97 
88 96 
88 97 
79 93 
61 87 
83 95 



23 68 53 

58 89 78 
47 84 71 

59 87 77 
58 87 74 
53 87 72 
68 91 81 
62 89 78 
55 88 75 
53 87 74 
51 85 74 
43 81 68 
21 65 53 
49 83 71 



95 94 
98 97 

97 96 

98 98 

97 97 

96 96 

99 98 

98 97 
98 97 

97 97 

98 97 

96 05 
95 94 

97 96 



86 31 65 
94 69 86 

92 62 79 

94 67 84 

93 67 84 
92 63 81 

95 76 91 

94 69 87 
94 67 85 

92 63 82 

93 64 81 

91 57 77 
86 30 63 

92 59 80 



72 89 

92 97 

88 95 
91 97 
91 97 

90 95 
94 98 

93 97 

91 97 

89 96 

90 97 
84 94 
72 88 
87 95 



80 60 
97 84 

93 78 
96 85 

96 85 

94 82 

97 88 
97 86 
96 86 

95 83 

96 83 
90 75 
79 58 
9Z 79 



86 83 
96 94 

93 90 
96 94 

96 93 

94 91 

97 96 
96 95 
96 94 

95 92 
95 93 
91 89 
85 82 
93 91 



54 69 

84 93 

76 88 

85 93 

86 94 
82 90 
88 95 

87 94 
85 93 
82 91 
82 92 
72 84 
51 67 

77 87 



58 61 79 

84 85 94 
79 81 91 

85 86 95 

83 85 95 

82 84 94 
89 88 97 

86 86 96 

84 87 95 
81 83 94 

83 84 94 
74 77 88 
56 58 78 
78 80 91 



86 97 

94 99 
92 98 

95 99 
94 99 
94 99 
96100 

96 99 
96 99 
94 99 
94 99 
90 98 
86 97 
92 99 



17.8 32 

22.3 5 

21.2 11 

22.3 5 



22*2 
21.7 
23*0 
22.5 
22*3 
21.8 
21.9 



20*5 15 
17.4 35 
21.2 12 



1(1 



APPENDIX I 
Fall 1990 Grade Four 
State by District Report 
Language Arts 



) 



Er|c -81- 



CONNECTXCUT HASTERY TESTZN6 PROgRAH 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 



PA6E 



LANGUAGE ARTS 
GRADE 4 



OBJECTIVES TESTED 




DEGREES OF 

READING 
POWER (DRP) 




WRITING 
MECHANICS 


LOCATINO 
iNfORMATlON 


LISTENING 
COMPREHENSION 


READING 
COMPREHENSION 


TOTAL 
LANGUAGE 
ARTS 


WRITING SAMPLE 



TEST DATES 10/90 




MASTERY CRITERIA 
(NUMBER CORRECT/NUMBER POSSIBLE) 
















UloTrilCT 


# OF 

5TUDcNT5 
TESTED 


T 
O 

C 


E 
R 
G 


SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS 
MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 


ANDOVER 


29 




3 


69 


55 


93 


100 


76 


85 


90 


83 


65 


7,5 


17 


24 


59 


51 


17 


5 


7 


28 


7 


24 


24 


7 


5. 


4 


10 


ANSONIA 


167 


5 


6 


71 


78 


90 


95 


72 


75 


77 


75 


76 


7.1 


8 


51 


61 


52 


8 


1 


2 


17 


24 


51 


12 


15 


5. 


7 


2 


ASHFORD 


59 


6 




67 


77 


79 


85 


69 


36 


74 


67 


44 


6.0 


21 


28 


51 


49 


21 


5 


5 


15 


26 


55 


15 


5 


5. 


4 


5 


AVON 


173 




1 


93 


64 


98 


97 


84 


79 


90 


86 


79 


7.9 


8 


18 


74 


54 


8 


0 


5 


14 


25 


27 


20 


15 


5. 


9 


5 


BARKHAKSTED 


52 


6 


3 


67 


79 


94 


98 


79 


73 


85 


85 


75 


7.5 


15 


25 


62 


51 


15 


2 


6 


27 


40 


12 


6 


6 


5. 


0 


8 


BERLIN 


203 




3 


75 


79 


95 


95 


83 


71 


61 


76 


67 


7.2 


11 


19 


70 


55 


11 


1 


7 


22 


25 


25 


15 


8 


5. 


5 


9 


BETHANY 


71 




2 


75 


71 


89 


92 


74 


69 


79 


7S 


72 


7.0 


24 


13 


65 


50 


24 


4 


15 


25 


20 


14 


15 


8 


5. 


0 


20 


BETHEL 


221 






83 


80 


90 


95 


75 


70 


79 


62 


77 


7.5 


15 


17 


68 


52 


15 


1 


5 


20 


22 


25 


22 


9 


5. 


7 


4 


BLOOflFXELD 


139 


2 




66 


78 


85 


91 


62 


55 


70 


59 


50 


6.2 


50 


55 


55 


45 


50 


4 


5 


52 


27 


20 


9 


4 


5. 


0 


9 


BOLTON 


71 




2 


84 


80 


97 


97 


84 


64 


67 


81 


82 


7.6 


6 


21 


73 


54 


6 


5 


9 


19 


29 


14 


12 


14 


5. 


4 


12 


BOZRAH 


30 


5 


5 


63 


73 


90 


95 


65 


70 


65 


72 


66 


7.1 


24 


14 


62 


50 


24 


5 


7 


10 


34 


54 


5 


7 


5. 


5 


10 


BRANFORD 


202 






91 


80 


94 


97 


75 


67 


89 


60 


62 


7.5 


10 


21 


69 


55 


10 


2 


5 


29 


24 


15 


15 


9 


5. 


5 


7 


BRIDGEPORT 


1^95 


1 


7 


55 


65 


61 


67 


41 


26 


44 


59 


28 


4.5 


55 


29 


16 


40 


55 


10 


16 


57 


24 


9 


4 


1 


4. 


2 


26 


BRISTOL 


618 


3 


6 


69 


76 


85 


89 


67 


56 


75 


66 


65 


6.4 


25 


25 


50 


48 


25 


4 


8 


24 


20 


24 


15 


8 


5. 


2 


12 


BROOKFIELD 


176 




Z 


80 


75 


66 


94 


75 


62 


77 


78 


62 


6.9 


25 


26 


49 


48 


25 


2 


6 


17 


27 


20 


21 


8 


5. 


5 


8 


BROOKLYN 


105 


6 


5 


85 


76 


90 


90 


76 


SZ 


85 


75 


64 


6.9 


16 


29 


55 


50 


16 


2 


5 


38 


15 


18 


12 


11 


5. 


5 


5 


CANAAN 


16 


6 




66 


81 


94 


94 


61 


56 


94 


82 


41 


7.1 


19 


19 


65 


51 


19 


0 


0 


55 


17 


22 


22 


6 


5. 


5 


0 


CANTERBURY 


78 


6 


3 


66 


76 


91 


99 


79 


67 


66 


65 


79 


7.5 


8 


56 


56 


51 


8 


0 


9 


52 


25 


24 


8 


4 


5. 


0 


9 


CANTON 


100 




2 


82 


80 


95 


97 


76 


80 


87 


79 


80 


7.5 


14 


16 


70 


55 


14 


4 


3 


21 


27 


24 


10 


11 




4 


7 


CHAPLIN 


25 


6 


5 


52 


52 


60 


^8 


60 


44 


64 


56 


52 


5.1 


46 


20 


52 


42 


48 


17 


17 


15 


35 


15 


8 


0 


4. 


5 


55 


CHESHIRE 


3^6 


2 


2 


65 


82 


95 


98 


80 


74 


90 


85 


85 


7.7 


11 


21 


68 


55 


11 


1 


5 


25 


25 


22 


15 


10 


5. 


4 


6 


CHESTER 


54 


6 


3 


85 


78 


100 


100 


81 


72 


91 


85 


67 


7.6 


15 


20 


65 


52 


15 


0 


0 


10 


22 


51 


25 


12 


6. 


1 


0 


CLINTON 


181 


5 




79 


78 


92 


97 


79 


67 


81 


76 


65 


7.1 


11 


22 


67 


52 


11 


0 


4 


17 


24 


25 


20 


12 


5. 


7 


4 


COLCHESTER 


153 


5 


5 


80 


77 


92 


95 


79 


71 


89 


85 


69 


7.5 


16 


28 


56 


50 


16 


1 


6 


25 


25 


25 


15 


7 


5. 


5 


7 


COLEBROOK 


16 


6 


3 


56 


50 


86 


94 


63 


50 


81 


69 


50 


6.0 


51 


25 


44 


47 


51 


6 


25 


25 


25 


19 


0 


0 


4. 


3 


51 


COLUHBIA 


41 


5 


5 


85 


61 


68 


95 


78 


78 


88 


75 


85 


7.5 


IS 


22 


65 


52 


15 


0 


5 


28 


55 


18 


8 


8 


5. 


2 


5 


CORNWALL 


12 


6 


3 


75 


85 


85 


100 


IOC 


100 


85 


92 


92 


8.1 


8 


8 


85 


S7 


8 


0 


8 


17 


55 


17 


17 


6 


5. 


4 


8 


COVENTRY 


116 


4 


3 


64 


65 


86 


92 


68 


57 


78 


68 


57 


6.5 


21 


28 


51 


49 


21 


5 


9 


35 


15 


17 


12 


9 


5. 


1 


12 



1 i 1 



CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PR06RAH 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 



PA6E 



LANGUAGE ARTS 
GRADE 4 



OBjecTives tested 


WRITING 
MECHANICS 


LOCATING 
INFORMATION 


LISTENING 
COMPRFHENSION 


READINCJ 
COMPREMENSiON 



TEST DATE: 10/90 





TOTAL 
LANGUAGE 
ARTS 



DEGREES OF 

READING 
POWER (DRP) 





WRITING SAMPLE 





MASTERY CRITERL 
(NUMBER CORReCT/NUMBER 


POSSIBLE) 
















DISTRICT 


H OF 
ft 

STUDPNTS 
TESTED 


T 

t 

o 
c 


c 
c 

G 


SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF 
MASTERING EACH OBJECTIV 


•STUDENTS 

/E 




CROKMELL 


1 36 


4 


4 


76 


7B 


85 


92 


69 


66 


80 


72 


59 


6.7 


20 


24 


57 


50 


20 


0 


5 


16 


25 


26 


17 


10 


5.6 


5 


DANBURY 


551 


3 


6 


65 


69 


79 


86 


60 


51 


66 


65 


55 


6.0 


37 


25 


38 


45 


37 


3 


8 


35 


25 


17 


10 


2 


4.8 


11 


DARZEN 


199 


2 


I 


87 


85 


96 


99 


82 


69 


89 


81 


68 


7.6 


10 


21 


70 


53 


10 


0 


1 


13 


23 


23 


24 


16 


6.1 


1 


DEEP RIVER 


46 


6 


5 


78 


76 


98 


98 


85 


78 


96 


80 


83 


7.7 


11 


33 


57 


51 


11 


0 




43 


17 


24 


7 


4 


5.0 


4 


DERBY 


98 


5 


6 


75 


78 


93 


91 


73 


50 


75 


71 


60 


6.6 


22 


28 


49 


48 


22 


0 


3 


34 


25 


34 


1 


3 


5.1 


3 


EASTFQRD 


20 


6 


3 


65 


70 


70 


80 


85 


85 


58 


68 


58 


6.5 


ZS 


30 


45 


48 


25 


0 


10 


55 


5 


15 


15 


0 


4.7 


10 


EAST GRANBY 


52 


4 


2 


92 


73 


9d 


94 


79 


50 


85 


81 


71 


7.2 


4 


19 


77 


53 


4 


0 


10 


27 


23 


19 


13 


8 


5.2 


10 


EAST HADDAN 


84 


5 


4 


86 


82 


89 


95 


82 


77 


83 


75 


69 


7.4 


IS 


24 


63 


51 


13 


0 


7 


28 


24 


20 


16 


5 


5.2 


7 


EAST HAMPTON 


131 


5 


3 


83 


70 


87 


93 


74 


70 


77 


74 


69 


7.0 


20 


24 


56 


50 


20 


1 


2 


12 


35 


26 


19 


5 


5.6 


3 


EAST HARTFORD 


410 


2 


6 


69 


64 


*3 


90 


59 


52 


69 


64 


53 


6.0 


26 


29 


44 


47 


26 


3 


7 


30 


24 


23 


8 


6 


5.0 


9 


EAST HAVEN 


229 


2 


5 


75 


77 


o9 


93 


70 


64 


69 


67 


65 


6.7 


21 


34 


45 


48 


21 


3 


10 


32 


27 


17 


6 


5 


4.8 


13 


EAST LYME 


179 


4 


2 


71 


82 


88 


92 


74 


64 


77 


74 


66 


6.9 


22 


14 


64 


50 


22 


3 


5 


26 


21 


19 


19 


7 


5.3 


8 


EASTON 


83 


4 


I 


72 


70 


92 


92 


80 


71 


88 


80 


80 


7.? 


15 


19 


67 


52 


13 


1 


7 


25 


24 


22 


12 


8 


5.3 


8 


EAST WINDSUR 


92 


4 


5 


77 


80 


95 


95 


64 


54 


76 


73 


71 


6.8 


14 


39 


47 


49 


14 


1 


4 


42 


28 


15 


4 


7 


4.9 


6 


ELLINGTON 


142 


4 


3 


89 


78 


95 


95 


81 


61 


85 


80 


56 


7.2 


11 


23 


66 


53 


11 


0 


1 


16 


21 


18 


32 


11 


6.0 


1 


ENFIELD 


482 


3 


5 


69 


74 


92 


94 




63 


75 


69 


68 


6.7 


17 


27 


56 


50 


17 


2 


8 


27 


28 


18 


11 


7 


5.1 


10 


ESSEX 


67 


6 


4 


79 


73 


91 


97 




67 


86 


82 


67 


7.2 


18 


17 


65 


51 


18 


3 


3 


9 


27 


26 


3.7 


15 


5.8 


6 


FAIRFIELD 


458 


2 


2 


84 


75 


93 


95 


/V 


78 


86 


84 


74 


7.5 


14 


19 


66 


52 


14 


2 


6 


28 


23 


20 




6 


5.2 


8 


FARHIN6T0N 


273 


4 


2 


89 


82 


97 


97 


80 


77 


84 


79 


80 


7.6 


8 


16 


75 


54 


8 


0 


3 


13 


25 


21 


22 


15 


5.9 


4 


FRANKLIN 


25 


5 


5 


76 


65 


88 


100 


64 


64 


72 


72 


68 


6.7 


24 


24 


52 


47 


24 


4 


8 


28 


36 


12 


8 


4 


4.8 


12 


GLASTONBURY 


367 


4 


2 


80 


77 


95 


93 


74 


68 


86 


80 


74 


7.3 


14 


19 


67 


52 


14 


1 


2 


16 


19 


32 


19 


12 


5.8 


3 


GRANBY 


115 


4 


2 


82 


78 


92 


98 


81 


76 


83 


78 


77 


7.5 


10 


24 


65 


53 


10 


4 


8 


17 


32 


17 


9 


13 


5.3 


12 


GREENWICH 


426 


2 


2 


76 


80 


90 


95 


75 


65 


82 


77 


69 


7.1 


14 


22 


64 


52 


14 


1 


8 


24 


22 


20 


17 


7 


5.3 


9 


GRISHOLD 


126 


4 


6 


73 


76 


87 


89 


71 


61 


77 


68 


52 


6.5 


23 


33 


44 


47 


23 


4 


13 


24 


^S 


25 


8 


2 


4.8 


17 


GROTON 


512 


3 


4 


68 


65 


84 


89 


67 


54 


72 


63 


5(> 


6.2 


32 


24 


44 


46 


32 


7 


18 


34 


20 


12 


5 


3 


4.4 


25 


GUILFORD 


290 


4 


2 


85 


82 


98 


97 


78 


76 


89 


82 


79 


7.7 


13 


20 


67 


53 


13 


1 


7 


21 


23 


24 


18 


6 


5.4 


9 


HANDEN 


410 


2 


4 


76 


74 


85 


90 


64 


54 


78 


74 


67 


6.6 


24 


24 


52 


48 


24 


2 


5 


30 


23 


20 


15 


7 


5.3 


7 


HAMPTON 


13 


5 


4 


92 


85 


92 


100 


54 


54 


77 


69 


69 


6.9 


8 


31 


62 


51 


8 


0 


0 


15 


31 


38 


0 


15 


5.7 


0 



ERIC 



1 I 



IJ 2 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



CONNECTICUT HASTERY TESTING PR06RAH 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 



PACE 




MASTERY CRITERIA 
(NUMBER CORRECT/NUMBER POSSIBLE) 


















ff Or 

CTl inCKJTC 

o 1 UUcrN 1 a 
TESTED 


T 

1 

U 

c 


E 
H 
G 


SCORES REPRESENT T 
MASTERING 


HE PERCENT OP STUDENTS 
EACH OBJECTIVE 


HARTFORD 


1771 


1 


7 


37 


48 


48 


59 


33 


23 


36 


29 


20 


5.4 


69 


21 


10 


36 


69 


17 


18 


32 


17 


11 


4 


1 


4.0 




HARTLANO 


26 


6 


3 


65 


92 


96 


92 


77 


69 


92 


88 


62 


7.5 


8 


27 


65 


55 


6 


0 


4 


15 


25 


27 


15 


15 


5.6 


4 


HEBRON 


130 


5 


2 


65 


72 


97 


98 


82 


78 


90 


86 


87 


7.7 


12 


21 


67 


52 


12 


2 


4 


50 


20 


22 


12 


9 


5.5 


6 


KENT 


35 


6 




63 


69 


97 


100 


91 


66 


91 


77 


66 


7.4 


5 


51 


66 


54 


3 


0 


9 


51 


14 


11 


25 


11 


5.4 




KILLIN6LY 


207 


6 


6 


66 


65 


85 


91 


69 


56 


73 


61 


62 


6.5 


21 


50 


49 


46 


21 


5 


4 


27 


25 


22 


10 


7 


5.1 


9 


LEBANON 


95 


6 


<k 


75 


70 


91 


92 


71 


70 


64 


84 


65 


7.0 


15 


18 


66 


52 


15 


0 


5 


22 


25 


24 


26 


9 


5.9 


5 


LEDYARD 


217 




2 




72 


64 


94 


76 


68 


81 


75 


65 


6.9 


19 


19 


61 


50 


19 


2 


5 


28 


24 


21 


15 


7 


5.2 


7 


LISBON 


^9 




5 


62 


65 


94 


94 


67 


65 


66 


80 


65 


6.9 


27 


27 


47 


47 


27 


0 


4 


55 


16 


37 


8 


0 


5.1 


4 


LITCHFIELD 


66 


6 


3 


71 


76 


63 


94 


70 


70 


74 


71 


59 


6.7 


15 


28 


57 


51 


15 


5 


5 


18 


22 


26 


13 


12 


5.5 


9 


MADISON 


206 


5 


2 


83 


84 


92 


93 


65 


80 


69 


85 


63 


7.5 


9 


18 


75 


54 


9 


0 


2 


17 


27 


25 


17 


11 


5.7 


5 


MANCHESTER 


567 


3 




74 


73 


66 


90 


72 


67 


77 


71 


70 


6.8 


20 


20 


60 


51 


20 


4 


10 


24 


22 


19 


15 


7 


5.1 


15 


MANSFIELD 


131 


6 




62 


78 


93 


95 


81 


67 


62 


62 


79 


7.4 


17 


19 


64 


55 


17 


1 


5 


9 


25 


25 


20 


19 


6.0 


4 


MARLBOROUGH 


66 


5 


2 


90 


76 


91 


97 


81 


72 


94 


64 


84 


7.7 


10 


16 


72 


54 


10 


0 


6 


25 


15 


25 


22 


9 


5.6 


6 


MERIDEN 


610 


3 


6 


49 


63 


70 


77 


50 


42 


57 


51 


45 


5.1 


55 


28 


5/ 


45 


55 


4 


9 


26 


26 


20 


11 


4 


5.0 


15 


MIODLETOHN 


326 


3 


6 


66 


71 


64 


66 


63 


55 


75 


66 


56 


6.2 


27 


50 


45 


47 


27 


1 


7 


54 


24 


26 


5 


2 


4.9 


9 


MILFORD 


<»51 


3 




62 


71 


68 


93 


70 


68 


76 


67 


66 


6.6 


22 


29 


49 


48 


22 


2 


10 


26 


26 


19 


15 


4 


5.1 


12 


MONROE 


231 




2 


6fi 


77 


93 


97 


76 


60 


79 


77 


75 


7.4 


16 


19 


65 


52 


16 


1 


2 


15 


21 


59 


16 


7 


5.7 


3 


MONTVILLE 


203 




5 


79 


74 


66 


93 


63 


46 


72 


67 


60 


6.4 


26 


29 


45 


47 


26 


6 


10 


26 


21 


15 


12 


7 


5.0 


16 


NAU6ATUCK 


354 


2 


6 


60 


72 


91 


94 


68 


59 


75 


67 


63 


6.7 


23 


28 


49 


49 


23 


1 


10 


54 


20 


21 


10 


4 


5.0 


11 


NEW BRITAIN 


613 


3 


6 


55 


62 


69 


77 


51 


37 


55 


51 


41 


5.0 


45 


24 


51 


41 


45 


12 


14 


56 


21 


10 


5 


2 


<^.5 


26 


NEM CANAAN 


191 


2 


1 


61 


71 


91 


97 


81 


72 


86 


61 


71 


7.3 


15 


17 


68 


52 


15 


2 


4 


14 


26 


22 


22 


11 


i .7 


6 


NEH FAIRFIELD 


199 




2 


61 


77 


91 


92 


75 


55 


65 


72 


55 


6.6 


22 


24 


55 


49 


22 


4 


4 


24 


22 


24 


15 


7 


5.5 


8 


N£M HARTFORD 


73 


5 


3 


62 


79 


69 


93 


61 


73 


76 


77 


66 


7.2 


16 


54 


49 


50 


16 


1 


4 


51 


24 


24 


11 


6 


5.2 


6 


NEM HAVEN 


1260 


1 


7 


45 


62 


63 


67 


42 


53 


49 


44 


59 


4.5 


60 


22 


16 


39 


60 


10 


14 


55 


23 


11 


4 


2 


4.3 


24 


NEHINGTON 


263 


2 


3 


86 


62 


96 


99 


76 


72 


87 


79 


62 


7.4 


9 


1^. 


75 


54 


9 


0 


5 


26 


35 


20 


6 


4 


5.1 


5 


NEM LONDON 


242 


3 


6 


59 


59 


75 


81 


54 


50 


58 


51 


43 


5.3 


51 


25 


26 


41 


51 


11 


12 


41 


16 


12 


5 


5 


4.5 


25 


NEM MILFORD 


306 


5 




76 


72 


92 


95 


70 


61 


81 


76 


72 


7.0 


22 


27 


51 


49 


22 


1 


1 


14 


22 


26 


24 


12 


6,9 


3 


NEHTOMN 


261 


5 


2 


63 


75 


93 


96 


77 


71 


65 


83 


74 


7.4 


15 


25 


64 


51 


13 


1 


4 


28 


27 


25 


10 


S 


5.2 


5 



' ERIC ' 



CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTXN6 PROSRAM 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 



PACE 



LANGUAGE ARTS 
GRADE 4 



OBJECTIVES TESTED 


WRITING 
MECHANICS 


LOCATING 
INFORMATION 


LISTENING 
COMPREHENSION 


READING 
COMPREHENSION 



DEGREES OF 

REmDING 
POWER (DRP) 



TEST OATEt 10/90 





WRITING SAMPLE 





MASTERY CRITERIA 
{NUMBER CORRECT/NUMBER POSSIBLE) 
















DISTRICT 


#0F 
STUDENTS 
TESTED 


T 
0 
C 


E 
R 
G 


SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS 
MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 




NORFOLK 


25 


6 


^ 


80 


76 


92 


92 


76 


56 


84 




hC 


A Q 
0 • 7 


12 


32 


56 


50 


12 


0 


16 


36 


36 


8 


4 


0 


4 5 


It 


NORTH 6RANF0R0 


136 




3 


77 


85 


94 


97 


73 


59 


77 


76 


60 


7,0 


16 


22 


62 


51 


16 


1 


7 


24 


25 


22 


1^, 


7 


f .3 


0 


NORTH CANAAN 


^2 


6 


^ 


69 


62 


88 


90 


67 


64 


88 


79 


71 


6.8 


21 


2^> 


55 


49 


21 


5 


5 


17 


17 


36 


\7 


5 


5.4 


10 


NORTH HAVEN 


220 


2 


3 


7<^ 


73 


94 


92 


74 


07 


83 


73 


68 


7.0 


16 


29 


55 


50 


16 


0 


5 


26 


24 


28 


11 


5 


5.3 


5 


NORTH S' ONZNGTON 


59 


5 


3 


81 


83 


93 


97 


92 


81 


95 


85 


86 


7.9 


8 


22 


69 


53 


8 


i 


2 


25 


27 


22 


22 


Z 


5.4 


2 


NORHALK 


671 


3 


6 


68 


72 


76 


81 


59 


51 


64 


60 


50 


5.8 


41 


23 


37 


44 


41 


7 


15 


33 


19 


14 


7 


5 


4.6 


21 


NORWICH 


361 


3 


6 


79 


72 


91 


91 


69 


61 


75 


70 


6J 


6.7 


24 


24 




4b 


24 


2 


7 


27 


28 


19 


10 


6 


5.1 


9 


OLD SAYBROOK 


113 


5 


^ 


75 


71 


89 


93 


75 


68 


79 


79 


f.8 


7,0 


16 


ZF. 


59 


51 


16 


5 


6 


24 


27 


23 


9 


5 


5.0 


12 


ORANGE 


16^ 


2 


1 


88 


75 


90 


90 


77 


71 


81 


73 


66 


7.x 


18 


17 


65 


51 


If 


1 


7 


36 


26 


15 


12 


S 


5.0 


8 


OXFORD 


1^1 


5 


S 


76 


79 


89 


89 


76 


62 


83 


77 


66 


7.0 


16 


2'« 


58 


50 


18 


1 


4 


21 


30 


26 


11 


4 


5.3 


S 


HLAINFIELO 


182 


6 


6 


64 


61 


77 


83 


55 


55 


65 


54 


57 


5,7 


34 


54 


32 


44 


34 


8 


8 


36 


25 


14 


7 


1 


4.5 


16 


PLAINVILLE 


16^ 


^ 


5 


73 


75 


86 


93 


66 


55 


74 


70 


64 


6.6 


20 


28 


52 


48 




4 


3 


33 


24 


20 


7 


9 


5.1 


8 


PLYMOUTH 


127 


Z 


5 


83 


71 


90 


94 


64 


66 


80 


70 


71 


6.9 


13 


24 


63 


52 


13 


2 


11 


26 


23 


17 


\<k 


6 


5.1 


12 


POMFRET 


^3 


6 




67 


71 


86 


95 


62 


60 


70 


72 


65 


6.5 


29 


24 


48 


48 


29 


0 


19 


14 


19 


21 


16 


12 


5.4 


19 


PORTLAND 


63 


5 




55 


67 


86 


87 


70 


63 


73 


7^ 


55 


6.4 


28 


31 


41 


46 


28 


5 


11 


23 


16 


20 


18 


7 


5.2 


16 


PRESTON 


^8 


^ 


5 


71 


81 


98 


96 


79 


63 


90 


83 


60 


7.2 


17 


23 


60 


50 


17 


6 


10 


35 


15 


21 


2 


10 


4.8 


17 


PUTNAH 


95 


6 


6 


64 


73 


82 


88 


61 


•■6 


72 


62 


52 


6.1 


29 


32 


39 


46 


29 


22 


13 


22 


23 


10 


7 


2 


4.2 


35 


REDDING 


103 


5 


1 


73 


80 


89 


90 


82 


67 


79 


72 


69 


7.0 


26 


19 


55 


49 


26 


1 


6 


25 


25 


21 


17 


7 


5.4 


7 


RI06EFIELD 


257 


5 


1 


88 


86 


95 


99 


81 


79 


90 


67 


79 


7.8 


9 


15 


76 


54 


9 


0 


1 


12 


21 


35 


21 


10 


5.9 


1 


ROCKY HILL 


1^8 


^ 




84 


60 


91 


94 


79 


77 


80 


74 


70 


7.3 


18 


23 


59 


51 


18 


1 


4 


18 


19 


25 


15 


16 


5.7 


5 


SALEM 


68 


5 




76 


65 


91 


88 


78 


62 


82 


76 


65 


6.8 


21 


21 


59 


51 


21 


4 


7 


32 


19 


26 


9 


1 


4,9 


12 


SALISBURY 


^9 


6 




65 


65 


84 


86 


78 


57 


80 


71 


61 


6.5 


35 


14 


51 


47 


35 


8 


6 


31 


27 


12 


6 


10 


4.9 


14 


SCOTLAND 


22 


6 


5 


68 


73 


91 


91 


68 


32 


91 


73 


41 


6,3 


27 


18 


55 


49 


27 


0 


24 


24 


29 


19 


5 


0 


4,6 


24 


SEYMOUR 


159 


5 


5 


82 


84 


92 


95 


75 


72 


77 


70 


69 


7.2 


14 


27 


58 


50 


14 


3 


6 


35 


24 


20 


7 


4 


4.9 


9 


SHARON 


23 


6 


^ 


78 


70 


83 


96 


74 


61 


63 


78 


52 


6.7 


26 


26 


48 


47 


26 


0 


4 


9 


17 


48 


17 


4 


5,6 


4 


SHELTON 


359 


3 


3 


79 


82 


89 


94 


67 


60 


75 


70 


66 


6.8 


21 


26 


53 


49 


21 


1 


4 


24 


27 


24 


15 


6 


5.4 


4 


SHERMAN 


30 


6 


2 


. 5 


70 


97 


97 


87 


90 


77 


73 


50 


■M 


23 


13 


63 


51 


23 


3 


7 


23 


7 


30 


13 


17 


5.6 


10 


SIMSBURY 


281 


4 


1 


81 


80 


95 


96 


81 


73 


91 


84 


84 


7.7 


9 


20 


72 


54 


9 


0 


2 


20 


24 


26 


15 


14 


5.7 


2 



o 

ERIC 



1) 



CONNECTICUT NASTERV TESTING PR06RAH 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 



PACE 5 



LANGUAGE ARTS 
GRADE 4 



OBJECTIVES TESTED 


TOTAL 
LANGUAGE 
ARTS 


DEGREES OF 

RtlADING 
POWER (DRP) 






WRITING 
*<ECHANICS 


LOCATING 
INFORMATION 


LISTENING 
COMPREHENSION 


READING 
COMPREHENSION 


WRITING SAMPLE 





TEST DATE: 10/90 








^ CP 



MASTERY CRITERIA 
(NUMBER CORRECT/NUMBER POSSIBLE) 
















DISTRICT 


#OF 
STUDENTS 
TESTED 


T 
O 

c 


E 
R 
G 


SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS 
MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 


SOHERS 


96 




3 


81 


76 


89 


92 


80 


61 


81 


60 


54 


6.9 


21 


16 


63 


50 


21 


1 


6 


23 


20 


15 


28 


7 


5.5 


7 


S0UTHIN6T0N 




3 


5 


SO 


70 


90 


94 


74 


66 


79 


72 


68 


6 . 9 


18 


29 


52 


49 


18 


0 


2 


11 


24 


29 


23 


11 


5.9 


2 


SOUTH WINDSOR 


306 


2 


2 


76 


70 


91 


95 


76 


64 


76 


74 


59 


6.8 


19 


21 


60 


51 


19 


1 


6 


22 


19 


24 


19 


9 


5.5 


7 


SPRA6UE 


27 


^ 


5 


81 


67 


85 


61 


89 


59 


70 


63 


48 


6.4 


26 


30 


44 


47 


26 


19 


19 


33 


11 


7 


4 


7 


4.1 


37 


STAFFORD 




5 


S 


61 


7<i 


66 


94 


66 


59 


77 


73 


72 


6.6 


29 


26 


45 


47 


29 


1 


9 


27 


19 


22 


14 


10 


5.3 


9 


STAMFORD 




1 


6 


5^ 


65 


71 


75 


50 


41 


57 


53 


48 


5.2 


41 


25 


34 


43 


41 


9 


12 


30 


21 


16 


8 


4 


4.6 


21 


STERLING 




6 


5 


73 


62 


6<^ 


61 


65 


43 


65 


57 


46 


5.8 


41 


30 


30 


43 


41 


0 


19 


30 


24 


11 


16 


0 


4.8 


19 


STONINGTON 


1 .0 




5 


77 


65 


90 


92 


7m 


55 


76 


74 


5'* 


6.6 


21 


18 


61 


50 


21 


3 


6 


26 


27 


13 


17 


6 


5.3 


8 


STRATFORD 


<iS9 


2 


5 


76 


76 


90 


91 


72 


59 


72 


65 


64 


6.7 


20 


24 


56 


50 


20 


3 


11 


31 


22 


15 


12 


6 


4.9 


14 


SUFFIELD 


136 


<^ 


3 


81 


75 


96 


95 


71 


57 


81 


81 


6S 


7.0 


19 


34 


47 


49 


19 


1 


4 


28 


24 


21 


13 


9 


5.3 


5 


THOHASTON 


89 


<^ 


5 


61 


63 


91 


90 


69 


57 


78 




61 


6.8 


19 


28 


53 


48 


19 


1 


1 


24 


24 


24 


11 


15 


5.6 


2 


THOMPSON 


ISO 


6 


6 


63 


67 


65 


9\ 


66 


65 


74 


n 


55 


6.4 


25 


28 


47 


47 


25 


5 


11 


33 


22 


14 


12 


3 


4.8 


16 


TOLLAND 


I<^9 


5 


3 


77 


81 


91 


vo 


77 


70 


81 


76 


68 


7.1 


11 


24 


65 


52 


11 


3 


1 


14 


25 


26 


23 


9 


5.7 


5 


TORRINGTON 


329 


3 


6 




67 


86 


92 


69 


59 


72 


68 


50 


6.4 


23 


26 


51 


49 


23 


1 


10 


29 


25 


17 


12 


5 


5.0 


11 


TRUMBULL 


363 


2 


2 


fib 


83 


91 


95 


76 


71 


87. 


62 


70 


7.3 


11 


17 


72 


53 


11 


1 


2 


19 


28 


23 


23 


5 


5.6 


2 


UF JN 


7 


6 


5 


86 


66 


66 


100 


86 


100 


100 


86 


100 


8.3 


0 


14 


86 


58 


0 


0 


0 


43 


14 


29 


14 


C 


5.1 


0 


VtRNON 


306 


3 


<i 


87 


87 


96 


97 


73 


65 


85 


75 


64 


7.3 


14 


25 


61 


51 


14 


1 


2 


21 


22 


26 


16 


12 


5.6 


3 


VOLUNTONN 


3\ 


6 


S 


81 


Si 


87 


97 


71 


55 


7? 


77 


55 


6.5 


29 


29 


42 


46 


29 


0 


0 


S5 


26 


26 


13 


0 


5.2 


0 


WALLIN6F0RD 


<i3'> 


3 


5 


66 


76 


89 


94 


74 


66 


7f 


72 


67 


6.8 


25 


26 


49 


48 


25 


2 


3 


32 


26 


22 


10 


6 


5.2 


5 


WATERBURY 


9?« 


1 


6 


53 


63 


70 


76 


46 


31 


hi 


45 


34 


4.7 


46 


27 


28 


42 


46 


5 


13 


40 


22 


14 


5 


1 


4.4 


18 


HATERFORD 


166 




<i 


76 


77 


93 


94 


78 


60 


80 


73 


63 


6.9 


19 


22 


58 


50 


19 


1 


8 


27 


25 


22 


10 


6 


5.1 


10 


MATERTOMN 


231 


2 


5 


63 


77 


94 


95 


72 


62 


83 


77 


64 


7.1 


13 


27 


60 


51 


13 


1 


7 


25 


25 


23 


15 


4 


5.2 


9 


HESTBROOK 


63 


6 


<i 


76 


73 


89 


100 


75 


56 


83 


73 


57 


6.8 


17 


32 


51 


49 


17 


2 


2 


29 


16 


35 


10 


8 


5.4 


3 


WEST HARTFORD 


5<i6 


2 


2 


75 


72 


89 


94 


77 


69 


79 


77 


59 


6.9 


17 


19 


64 


52 


17 


2 


4 


20 


21 


26 


15 


13 


5.6 


6 


WEST hAVEN 


<i39 


2 


6 


72 


7^ 


92 


94 


71 


56 


82 


72 


62 


6.8 


15 


30 


54 


50 


15 


1 


3 


31 


23 


26 


10 


6 


5.3 


3 


WESTON 


91 


5 


1 


91 


60 


95 


97 


85 


85 


93 


87 


74 


7.9 


9 


19 


72 


54 


9 


1 


0 


21 


18 


24 


18 


18 


5.9 


1 


WESTPORT 


219 


3 


1 


81 


83 


95 


97 


82 


66 


94 


92 


76 


7.7 


3 


14 


83 


56 


3 


1 


6 


28 


22 


23 


11 


9 


5.3 


5 


WETHERSFIELD 


213 


2 


3 


85 


80 


92 


9B 


73 


66 


80 


77 


63 


7.1 


14 


^0 


66 


53 


14 


0 


7 


31 


22 


21 


12 


* 


5.2 


8 
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CONNECTICUT HASTERY TESTING PROGRAM 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 



PACE 



I 

00 

I 



LANGUAGE ARTS 
GRADE 4 





OBJECnVKS TESTED 


TOTAL 
LANGUAGE 
ARTS 


DEGREES OF 

READING 
POWER (DRP) 


WRITING SAMPLE 


WRITING 
MECHANICS 

\ n .n -A 


LOCATINO 
NFOKUATtON 


LISTENING 
COMPREHENSION 

V 


READING 
COMPREHENSION 




ERIC 



12') 



CMfltECTZCUT HASTERY 1ESTZN6 PROCRAH 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 



PACE 7 



LANGUAGE ARTS 
GRADE 4 



OBJECTIVES TESTED 




DEGREES OF 

READING 
POWER (DPP) 




WRITING 
MECHANtCS 


lOCATlNO 
iNfORUATtON 


LISTENING 
COMPREHENSJOb 


READING 
COMPREHENSION 


TOTAL 
LANGUAGE 
ARTS 


WRITING SAMPLE 



TEST DATE: 10/90 




MASTERY CRITERIA 
(NUMBER CORRECT/NUMBER POSSIBLE) 
















DISTRICT 


STUDENTS 
TESTED 


T 
O 
C 


E 
R 
G 


SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS 
MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 


TOC 1 TOTAL 


6273 






47 


59 


60 


67 


41 


29 


46 


40 


31 


4.2 


57 


24 


19 


40 


57 


11 


15 


35 


21 


12 


4 


2 


4.3 


26 


TOC 2 TOTAL 


7000 






76 


75 


91 


94 


73 


64 


79 




65 


6.9 


16 


24 


r9 


51 


18 


2 


6 


26 


24 


21 


1^ 


7 


5.3 


6 


TOC 3 TOTAL 


6097 






69 


71 


63 


68 


65 


56 


71 




58 


6.3 


26 


25 


47 


4: 


26 


4 


9 


29 


23 


19 


11 


6 


5.0 


13 


TOC a TOTAL 


652^ 






60 


77 


92 


94 




67 


62 




66 


7.1 


16 


21 


63 


51 


16 


2 


5 


22 


23 


23 


15 


9 


5.4 


7 


TOC 5 TOTAL 


3711 






79 


77 


91 


94 




69 


63 




70 


7.2 


15 


24 


61 


51 


15 


1 


4 


22 


24 


26 


15 


8 


5.5 


5 


TOC 6 TOTAL 


2712 






72 


70 


66 


91 




61 


77 




60 


6.6 


24 


26 


51 


46 


24 


4 


7 


26 


23 


20 


13 


7 


5.x 


11 


ERG 1 TOTAL 


2055 






63 


60 


93 


96 




73 


66 




75 


7.5 


11 


18 


71 


53 


11 


1 


3 


19 


24 


25 


X7 


XI 


5.7 


4 


ERG 2 TOTAL 


5766 






61 


77 


92 


95 




71 


85 




70 


7.3 


15 


20 


65 


52 


15 


2 


5 


22 


23 


24 


16 


9 


5.5 


6 


ERG 3 TOTAL 


5730 






60 


77 


92 


94 




67 


62 




65 


7.1 


15 


24 


61 


51 


15 


1 


5 


24 


26 


23 


15 


7 


5.4 


6 


ERG ^ TOTAL 


5202 






77 


74 


69 


93 




63 


76 




64 


6.6 


21 


24 


55 


49 


21 


3 


6 


24 


22 


21 


15 


8 


5.3 


XO 


ERG 5 TOTAL 


4463 






75 


74 


90 


93 




61 


77 




65 


6.6 


20 


27 


53 


49 


20 


2 


7 


26 


24 


20 


12 


7 


5.2 


9 


ERG 6 TOTAL 


6535 






63 


66 


79 


64 


59 


49 


65 




50 


5.6 


34 


26 


40 


45 


34 


5 


10 


32 


23 


X8 


8 


4 


4.8 


15 


EKG 7 TOTAL 


4526 






44 


58 


56 


64 


38 


27 


42 


37 


28 


4.0 


62 


24 


14 


36 


62 


13 


16 


35 


21 


10 


4 


X 


4.2 


29 


st;te total 


S4317 






71 


7X 


83 


68 


66 


57 


72 


67 


58 


6.3 


27 


24 


49 


46 


27 


4 


8 


27 


23 


20 


12 


6 


5.1 


12 



APPENDIX J 
Grade Four Connecticut Mastery Test 
Percent of Sti'dents Meeting the Statewide Goal 
In Each Content Area 
By District 
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Grade Four Connecticut Mastery Test 
Percent of Students Meeting the Statewide Goal * 
In Each Content Area By District 



ni^TRTCT 


READING 


WRITING 


MATH 


n iiwUV Lr\ 


59 


31 


86 


nil juri i n 


60 


25 


77 




51 


18 


74 


AVON 

n V wi" 


74 


33 


90 




60 


13 


72 




70 


21 


78 


D c 1 n n 11 T 


63 


21 


73 


RFTHFi 
D u 1 n L u 


67 


30 


69 


Rl nOMFIELD 


35 


12 


71 


RHI THN 

DUL 1 UI1 


69 


25 


79 


Rn7RAH 


56 


9 


53 


RRANFORD 


69 


23 


75 


RRTnnFPDRT 


16 


4 


26 


RRT^TOl 


50 


20 


59 


RRoni^FTFi n 


49 


29 


66 


RRDOI^l YN 


55 


24 


74 


TANAAN 


56 


28 


72 


rANTFRRIlRY 


55 


11 


81 


TANTON 


70 


21 


78 


k^nnr L i 11 


32 


8 


44 


THF^HTRF 


67 


22 


73 




64 


35 


69 


i 11 1 UI1 


66 


32 


72 


rni rwF^TFR 


56 


20 


58 




44 


0 


38 


rni IJMRTA 


60 


14 


81 


rnRNUAi 1 

^Ur\llnnLL 


83 


25 


92 


rnv/FNTRY 

k^U V L 11 1 r\ 1 


51 


21 


60 


TRHMUFl 1 


57 


27 


65 


HAMRI IRY 


37 


12 


60 


HART FN 


68 


39 


82 


nFFD RT\/FR 


5S 
'J 


1 1 


62 


n^RRY 


47 


4 


66 


FA^TFflRn 
LnD 1 r UrvU 


45 


15 


40 


FACT f^RANRY 
L n ^ 1 U T\n 11 D T 


77 


21 


71 


FAQT HAHHAM 


63 


20 


75 


FAQT HAMPTON 


56 


24 


66 


FACT HARTFDRn 


44 


13 


65 


PACT HAUFN 


45 


1 1 


69 


FACT 1 YMF 


64 


26 


64 


FACTON 


67 


20 


78 


EAST WINDSOR 


47 


11 


64 


ELLINGTON 


66 


43 


71 


ENFIELD 


55 


17 


73 


ESSEX 


64 


31 


73 


FAIRFIELD 


66 


20 


82 


FARMINGTON 


75 


36 


85 


FRANKLIN 


52 


12 


48 


GLASTONBURY 


67 


31 


69 



READING GOAL = 50 DRP UNITS WITH 70% COMPREHENSION 
WRITING GOAL = HOLISTIC SCORE OF 7 ON A SCALE OF 2 TO 8 
MATH GOAL = 22 OF 25 OBJECTIVES MASTERED 
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Grade Four Connecticut Mastery Test 
Percent of Students Meeting the Statewide Goal * 
In Each Content Area By District 



DISTRICT 


DCAnT wr. 


WRTTTNG 


MATH 


GRANBY 


a c 
03 




77 


GREENWICH 


0 J 




7R 

/ 0 


GRISWOLO 


A A 




33 


GROTON 


A A 


Q 
0 


33 


GUILFORD 


DO 


C 0 


74 


HAMDEN 


CO 






HAMPTON 


OC 


1 3 


77 


HARTFORD 


1 A 




1 c 


HARTLAND 


03 


J 1 


73 


HEBRON 


0 / 


C.C 


7Q 


KENT 


DO 




86 


T 1 1 T kl^ 1 \J 

KILLINGLY 


/I 7 
Q / 


1 7 




LEBANON 


A A 
DO 


«3 / 


75 


1 n ovy Ann 

LEDYARD 


A 1 
D 1 


A\J 




LISBON 


A 1 


O 
0 




LITCHFIELD 


30 


t *f 


67 


MADISON 


/ J 


57 


75 


MANCHESTER 


AQ 


C 1 


78 


MANSFIELD 


£ /I 
O** 


jy 


73 

/ 3 


MARLBOROUGH 


/ 1 






kirn T n r ki 

MERIDEN 


1 1 

6 1 


1 3 


3A 


MIDDLETOWN 




7 


56 


MILFORD 


A O 


1 7 


61 


MONROE 


A A 
03 


C J 


83 


MONTvI LLE 


^ A 
'♦3 




59 


NAUGATUCK 




1 A 
1 H 


71 


NEW BRITAIN 


J 1 


7 


53 

33 


NEW CANAAN 


AQ 
DO 




78 
/ 0 


NEW FAIRFIELD 


A A 




63 
0 J 


NEW HARTFORD 


•♦y 


t 0 


67 


NEW HAVEN 


1 / 


c 
0 


3? 


NEWINGTON 


7 J 


1 C 


A3 
0 J 


NEW LONDON 


0 A 


Q 
O 


34 


1 ki T 1 r*^l^n 

NEW MILFORD 


A 1 

3 1 


j3 


66 


NEWTOWN 


A>l 


1 A 
i 3 


73 


NORFOLK 


A A 

3b 


A 




NORTH BRANrOKU 


be 


9n 


66 
00 


NORTH CANAAN 


3 1 


C\J 


5A 

30 


NORTH HAVEN 


C A 
33 


1 A 


64 

OH 


NORTH STONINGTON 


oy 


OA 


75 
/ 3 


NURWALn 


A 
JO 


1 1 


48 


NORWICH 


51 


16 


57 


OLD SAYBROOK 


58 


13 


72 


ORANGE 


65 


15 


68 


OXFORD 


58 


15 


66 


PLAINFIELD 


32 


8 


61 


PLAINVILLE 


51 


16 


62 


PLYMOUTH 


62 


19 


82 


POMFRET 


47 


28 


65 



• READING GOAL - 50 DRP UNITS WITH 70% COMPREHENSION 
WRITING GOAL - HOLISTIC SCORE OF 7 ON A SCALE OF 2 TO 8 
MATH GOAL - 22 OF 25 OBJECTIVES MASTERED 
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Grade Four Connecticut Mastery Test 
Percent of Students Meeting the Statewide Goal * 
In Each Content Area By District 



DISTRICT 


READING 


WRITING 


MATH 


PORTLAND 


41 


25 


57 


PRESTON 


58 


13 


60 


PUTNAM 


39 


9 


67 


REDDING 


54 


23 


62 


RIDGEFIELD 


76 


32 


87 


ROCKY HILL 


57 


31 


74 


SALEM 


59 


10 


56 


SALISBURY 


50 


16 


44 


SCOTLAND 


55 


5 


64 


SEYMOUR 


58 


1 1 


58 


SHARON 


48 


22 


43 


SHELTON 


52 


20 


65 


SHERMAN 


63 


30 


11 


SIMSBURY 


71 


28 


82 


SOMERS 


63 


35 


76 


SOUTHINGTON 


52 


33 


72 


SOUTH WINDSOR 


60 


28 


67 


S PRAGUE 


44 


11 


63 


STAFFORD 


44 


22 


65 


STAMFORD 


34 


12 


46 


STERLING 


30 


16 


57 


STONINGTON 


61 


25 


79 


STRATFORD 


55 


17 


64 


SUFFIELO 


47 


22 


79 


THOMAS TON 


52 


26 


63 


THOMPSON 


47 


15 


58 


TOLLAND 


65 


32 


63 


TORRINGTON 


50 


17 


67 


TRUMBULL 


72 


28 


78 


UNION 


86 


14 


86 


VERNON 


61 


28 


70 


VOLUNTOWN 


42 


13 


71 


WALLINGFORD 


49 


15 


60 


WATERBURY 


28 


5 


29 


WATERFORD 


58 


16 


57 


WATERTOWN 


59 


19 


77 


WESTBROOK 


51 


17 


54 


WEST HARTFORD 


63 


27 


71 


WEST HAVEN 


54 


16 


79 


WESTON 


70 


35 


80 


WESTPORT 


83 


21 


86 


WETHERSFIELD 


66 


19 


74 


WILLINGTON 


55 


29 


71 


WILTON 


70 


33 


82 


WINCHESTER 


32 


11 


49 


WINDHAM 


32 


10 


58 


WINDSOR 


43 


20 


58 


WINDSOR LOCKS 


73 


27 


76 


WOLCOTT 


61 


32 


69 



* READING GOAL = 50 DRP UNITS WITH 70% COMPREHENSION 
WRITING GOAL - HOLISTIC SCORE OF 7 ON A SCALE OF 2 TO 8 
MATH GOAL = 22 OF 25 OBJECTIVES MASTERED 



Grade Four Connecticut Mastery Test 
Percent of Students Meeting the Statewide Goal * 
Iri Each Content Area By District 



DISTRICT 




READING 


WRITING 


MATH 


WOODBRIDGE 




61 


18 


76 


WOODSTOCK 




40 


10 


55 


REGIONAL DIST 


6 


58 


25 


65 


REGIONAL DIST 


10 


65 


26 


79 


REGIONAL DIST 


12 


57 


31 


74 


REGIONAL DIST 


13 


53 


16 


65 


REGIONAL DIST 


14 


62 


17 


67 


REGIONAL DIST 


15 


70 


22 


84 


REGIONAL DIST 


16 


59 


14 


62 


REGIONAL DIST 


17 


76 


30 


82 


REGIONAL DIST 


18 


62 


14 


84 



* READING GOAL « 50 DRP UNITS WITH 70% COMPREHENSION 
WRITING GOAL = HOLISTIC SCORE OF 7 ON A SCALE OF 2 TO 8 
MATH GOAL = 22 OF 25 OBJECTIVES MASTERED 
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Grade Four Connecticut Mastery Test 
Percent of Students Meeting the Statewide Goal * 
In Each Content Area By TOC 





READING 


WRITING 


MATH 


TOC 1 TOTAL 


19 


6 


28 


TOC 2 TOTAL 


59 


21 


12 


TOC 3 TOTAL 


47 


1 6 


61 


TOC 4 TOTAL 


63 


24 


72 


TOC 5 TOTAL 


60 


23 


70 


TOC 6 TOTAL 


51 


19 


56 


ERG 1 TOTAL 


71 


29 


81 


ERG 2 TOTAL 


65 


25 


74 


ERG 3 TOTAL 


61 


21 


71 


ERG 4 TOTAL 


55 


22 


66 


ERG 5 TOTAL 


S3 


19 


67 


ERG 6 TOTAL 


40 


12 


55 


ERG 7 TOTAL 


14 


5 


25 


STATE TOTAL 


49 


18 


61 



• READING GOAL = 50 ORP UNITS WITH 70% COMPREHENSION 
WRITING GOAL = HOLISTIC SCORE OF 7 ON A SCALE OF 2 TO 8 
MATH GOAL - 22 OF 25 OBJECTIVES MASTERED 
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Type of CommL'"!lty 



TOC 1 - LARGE CITY - a town with a population of more than 100,000. 

TOC 2 - FRINGE CITY - a town contiguous with a large city and with a 
population over 10,000. 

TOC 3 - MEDIUM CITY - a town with a population between 25,000 and 100,000 and 
not a Fringe City. 

TOC 4 - SMALL TOWN (Suburban) - a town within an SMSA* with a population of 
less than 25,000, not a Fringe City. 

TOC 5 - SMALL TOWN (Emerging Suburban) - a town with a population of less than 
25,000 included in what was a proposed 1980 SMSA but not included in a 
1970 SMSA. 

TOC 6 - SMALL TOWN (Rural) - a town not included in an SMSA, with a population 
of less than 25,000. 



*Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area 
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Education Reference Group Descriptions 



The education reference groups were formed from an analysis of districts' 
median family income, a percentage of high school graduates, a percentage of 
those in managerial /professional occupations, a pfercentage of single-parent 
families, a percentage of those below poverty and a percentage of non-English 
home language from the 1980 census. The groups have r.ot been named, but have 
been labeled I through VII. Note, however, that the groups run from extremely 
affluent suburban communities (I) to our three largest cities of Hartford, 
Bridgeport and New Haven (VII). Some differ widely with respect to all of the 
family background variables; others differ slightly with respect to one or 
two. In addition to the six variables used to classify districts, the group 
descriptions below also Include superintendents' comments that were provided 
In a Department survey in 1988. 

Group I. These 13 districts were wealthy, professional suburbs. The median 
family income in 1979 averaged $40,425. Residents were extremely well 
educated. Nearly 90% had at least l high school diploma, 42% had a bachelor's 
degree and 49% had a managerial or professional job. There were relatively 
few children with educational disadvantages here. Only 7% of the families 
were single-parent, about 8% spoke a language other than English at home and 
almost no one (2%) lived in poverty. Superintendents within these towns used 
the adjectives "suburban," "affluent," "growing" and "bedroom community" to 
describe them. 

Group II. Residents in the 29 districts of Group II were affluent, 
well-educated professionals, but to a lesser extent than residents of 
Group I. The median family income averaged $28,113, more than 83% of the 
residents had high school diplomas, 29% had a college degree and 36% had a 
managerial or professional job. Like Group I, this group had a low percentage 
of people who spoke another language at home (8%), almost no one in poverty 
(2%) and relatively few single-parent families (9%). Like the superintendents 
In Group I, superintendents from these towns described their communities as 
"affluent," "bedroom communities," "growing" and "suburban." 

Group III. These 34 districts were mostly rural bedroom communities. Like 
Groups I and II, these towns did not have many disadvantaged children. There 
were only 7% who spoke a language o^^er than English at home, only 7% who were 
from single-parent families and onij 3% who were poor. Adults were slightly 
less affluent (median family income of $24,431), less likely to have a high 
school diploma (77%) and less likely to have a managerial or professional ,'ob 
(28%) than people In Group II. Like the previous two groups, these towns were 
described by superintendents as "suburban," "growing" and "bedroom 
communities." Several superintendents used "rural" and "middle class" (as 
well as "affluent") to describe their communities. 
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Group IV. This group of 37 districts was probably the most diverse set of 
towns, containing a number of coastaUand resort communities, as well as rural 
and suburban areas. Group IV was sin^liar to Group III in median family 
income ($22,609), percentage of high school graduates (77%), percentage of 
manatjers/professionals (29%) and percentage of non-English home language (7%), 
but had a significantly higher percentage of single-parent families 
(12% versus 7%) and a slightly higher percentage of families below poverty 
(5X versus 3%). Superintendents' descriptions reflect this group's 
diversity. They describe their towns as "bedroom," "growing," "rural," 
"suburban," "middle income" and "'affluent." 

Group V. These 30 districts made up the first group of working class/blue 
collar communities. This group had a significantly lower percentage of high 
school graduates (68%) and percentage of managers/professionals (19%) than 
Group IV. Other characteristics were similar to Group IV: the average income 
was $21,920, there were 11% single-parent families, 5% below poverty and 9% of 
the population spoke a language other than English at home. 

Group VI. This group of 23 districts included the state's medium-sized 
cities, the larger cities of Stamford and Waterbury, several former mill towns 
and some densely populated blue collar suburbs. Group VI had similar 
socioeconomic characteris*-ics as Group V, but significantly greater 
proportions of single-parent families and families in which English was not 
the primary home language. The median family income of $20,325 was below the 
state average. An average of 16% of the residents spoke another language at 
home and 17% of the families were headed by single parents. Only 63% of the 
residents had high school diplomas, and 6% lived below poverty level. 

Group VII. Hartford, Bridgeport and New Haven were vastly different from 
other communities in Connecticut. An average of 28% of the families spoke a 
language other than English, 46% were headed by single parents, 20% lived in 
poverty and the median family income was $15,240. 
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PARTICIPATION RATES FOR FOURTH GRADE STUDENTS BY DISTRICT 
SCHOOL YtAR 1990-1991 





TOTAL 


STUDENTS 




FOURTH-GRADE 


ELIGIBLE 


0 1 STR 1 CT 


POPULATION 


FOR TESTII^ 


ANOOVER 


30 


29 


ANSON 1 A 


180 


167 


ASHFORD 


tf9 


39 


AVON 


Mk 


173 


8ARKHAMSTC0 


55 


53 


BERLl N 


207 


203 


BETHANY 


71 


71 


BETHEL 


228 


223 


BLOOMF i ELD 


150 


139 


BOLTON 


76 


71 


BOZRAH 


35 


32 


BRANFORD 


215 


203 


BR i DGEPORT 


1,6<f6 


1,506 


BR 1 STOL 


6kk 


619 


BROOKF 1 ELD 


176 


176 


BROOKLYN 


110 


105 


CANAAN 


20 


18 


CANTERBURY 


8<f 


80 


CANTON 


103 


100 


CHAPL 1 N 


27 


25 


CHESHIRE 


357 


3<f8 


CHESTER 


56 


55 


CL 1 NTON 


199 


182 


COLCHESTER 


161 


153 


COLEBROOK 


16 


16 


COLUMB lA 




k3 


CORNWALL 




12 


COVENTRY 


128 


118 


CROMWELL 


1U1 


136 


DANBURY 


618 


55t* 


DAR ( EN 


210 


20<f 


DEEP RIVER 


<f8 


^♦7 


DERBY 


106 


99 


EASTFORD 


22 


20 


EAST GRANBY 


53 


52 


EAST HAD DAM 


88 


Sk 


EAST HAMPTON 


135 


131 


EAST HARTFORD 


<f69 


410 


EAST HAVEN 


258 


229 


EAST LYME 


179 


179 


EASTON 


83 


83 


EAST WINDSOR 


96 


92 


ELLINGTON 


158 


142 


ENFIELD 


505 


486 


ESSEX 


68 


67 


FAIRFIELD 


508 


460 


FARMINGTON 


28<f 


273 


FRANKLIN 


25 


25 


GLASTONBU^.v 


374 


368 


GRANBY 


117 


115 


GREENWICH 


<f68 


429 


GRISWOLD 


130 


126 


GROTON 


530 


513 




PERCENT OF STUDENT PERCENT OF ELIGIBLE STUDENTS TESTED 



POP 
FROM 



rvrupT 








READING 


1 TCCT 1 hifl 


MATHEMAT 1 CS 


LANGUAGE ARTS 


WR 1 T 1 NG 


•3 • J 


100. 0 


100,0 


100.0 


100.0 


7 9 


99 4 


98. 8 


99.4 


99.4 




100 , 0 


100. 0 


100.0 


100.0 


• D 


100 . 0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


•3 • D 


100.0 


98. 1 


98. 1 


98. 1 


1 Q 


100.0 


100. 0 


99.5 


100.0 


■ u 


100 . 0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 




99 6 


99. 1 


97.8 


98.7 


7 ^ 


100 . 0 


100.0 


97.8 


100.0 


O • D 


100 . 0 


98.6 


97.2 


94.4 


o ■ o 


100.0 


93. 8 


90.6 


90.6 


• D 


99. 3 


99. 5 


98.5 


99.5 


o . ? 


99. 5 


98.5 


96.3 


98.5 


O ■ 7 


99. 8 


99.7 


98.2 


99.7 


n 
■ u 


1 00 . 0 


100. 0 


98.3 


100.0 




100 , 0 


100.0 


100. 0 


100.0 


in n 


100 . 0 


100.0 


100.0 


88.9 


tX A 


ioo!o 


97 . 5 


97.5 


97.5 


2 Q 

• 7 


100 . 0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


7 U 


100.0 


100. 0 


96.0 


100.0 




99 . 7 


99. 1 


98.3 


99.1 


1 A 


100 .0 


98 « 2 


92.7 


98.2 


A ^ 


98.9 


99. 5 


99.5 


99.5 




100 . 0 


100. 0 


98.7 


100.0 


n 
■ u 


100. 0 


100. 0 


100.0 


100.0 


in ti 


100.0 


95. 3 


93.0 


95.3 


1b ^ 


100 . 0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


7 A 


100.0 


100. 0 


100.0 


99.2 


3 S 


100. 0 


100.0 


100.0 


100 .0 


1 n u 


99.5 


99. 5 


98.2 


99.3 


2 Q 


99. 5 


97. 1 


96.6 


97. 1 


2 . 1 


100 , 0 


97.9 


97.9 


97.9 


D ■ D 


98 . 0 


98 . 0 


98 .0 


96.0 


Q 1 

7 • ' 


95.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


1 Q 
1 • 7 


100 . 0 


100. 0 


100 .0 


100.0 




100 . 0 


100 . 0 


98.8 


100.0 


o ■ u 


100.0 


100. 0 


99.2 


100.0 


12 A 
1 & ■ u 


100.0 


100.0 


100 .0 


99.8 


112 


100.0 


100. 0 


100 .0 


100.0 


n 


loo! 0 


100. 0 


99.4 


100.0 


n 


100. 0 


100.0 


100 .0 


100.0 


li 2 


100 . 0 


100. 0 


96.7 


100.0 


10. 1 


100.0 


100.0 


99.3 


100.0 


3.8 


99.8 


99.2 


98.8 


96.6 


1.5 


lOO.O 


100.0 


98.5 


96.5 


9.4 


100.0 


99.6 


97.8 


99.6 


3.9 


99.6 


99.3 


97.8 


100.0 


.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


1.6 


99.7 


99.7 


99.7 


99.5 


1.7 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


8.3 


99.8 


99.3 


98.4 


99. 1 


3.1 


99.2 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


3.2 


99.8 


99.6 


98.8 


98.8 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



PARTICIPATION RATES FOR FOURTH GRADE STUDENTS BY DISTRICT 
SCHOOL YEAR 1990*1991 



O 
I 



DISTRICT 

GUILFORD 

HAMDEN 

HAMPTON 

HARTFORD 

HARTLAND 

HEBRON 

KENT 

KILLINGLY 

LEBANON' 

LEDYARD 

LISBON 

LITCHFIELD 

MADISON 

MANCHESTER 

MANSFIELD 

MARLBOROUGH 

MERIDEN 

MIDDLETOWN 

MILFORD 

MONROE 

MONTVILLE 

NAuGATUCK 

NEW BRITAIN 

NEW CANAAN 

NEW FAIRFIELD 

NEW HARTFORD 

NEW HAVEN 

NEWINGTON 

NEW LONDON 

NEW MILFORD 

NEWTOWN 

NORFOLK 

NORTH BRANFORD 

NORTH CANAAN 

NORTH HAvr^: 

NORTH STOJINGTON 

NORWALK 

NORWICH 

OLD SAYBROOK 

ORANGE 

OXFORD 

PLAINFIELD 

PLAINVILLE 

PLYMOUTH 

POMFRET 

PORTLAND 

PRESTON 

PUTNAM 

REDDING 

RIDGEFIELD 

ROCKY HILL 

SALEM 

SALISBURY 



TOTAL 
FOURTH-GRADE 
POPULATION 



STUDENTS 
ELIGIBLE 
FOR TESTING 



301 


291 


428 


411 


13 


13 


2, 107 


UB23 


26 


26 


136 


130 


41 


35 


216 


211 


101 


93 


222 


219 


50 


49 


92 


87 


213 


206 


362 


573 


136 


131 


72 


69 


656 


612 


339 


326 


474 


451 


234 


232 


207 


203 


396 


354 


721 


613 


194 


191 


201 


200 


74 


73 


1,465 


1«266 


287 


283 


270 


242 


319 


307 


287 


282 


26 


25 


187 


186 


49 


45 


232 


221 


59 


59 


718 


674 


406 


381 


121 


1 14 


166 


164 


149 


141 


184 


183 


193 


184 


138 


127 


45 


43 


84 


63 


49 


48 


99 


96 


1U3 


103 


258 


257 


155 


150 


71 


68 


52 


50 



PERCENT OF STUDENT 
POP EXEMPT 
FROM TESTING 

3.3 
4.0 



13 

4 
14 
3 
7 
1 
2 
5 
2.3 
1.5 
3.7 
4.2 
7.0 
3.8 
4.9 
.9 
» .9 
10.6 
15.0 
1.5 
.5 
1.4 
13.6 
1.4 
10.4 
3.8 
1.7 
3.8 
.5 
8.2 
4.7 
.0 
6.1 
6.2 
5.8 
1.2 
5.4 
.5 
4.7 
8.0 
4.4 
1.2 
2.0 
3.0 
.0 
.4 
3.2 
4.2 
3.0 



PERCENT 


OF ELIGIBLE 


STUDENTS TESTED 


MATHEMATICS 


LANGUAGE ARTS WRITING 


READING 


99.7 


99.7 


97.9 


99.3 


99.5 


99.8 


94.6 


99,5 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


97.0 


96.9 


90.9 


95.5 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


99.5 


97.6 


98. 1 


97.6 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


98.9 


100.0 


99. 1 


98.2 


99. 1 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


98.9 


97.7 


98.9 


100.0 


99.5 


100.0 


100.0 


99.7 


98.8 


97.0 


98.3 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


98.6 


98.6 


98.6 


99.8 


99.7 


98.9 


99.5 


100.0 


99.7 


99.4 


99.4 


100.0 


100.0 


97.8 


99.6 


99.6 


99.6 


97.8 


99.6 


99.5 


100.0 


99.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


99.3 


99.5 


100.0 


100.0 


99.5 


100.0 


99.5 


99.5 


96.5 


99.0 


100.0 


100.0 


98.6 


100.0 


99.3 


99.3 


97.6 


98.4 


99.6 


99.6 


99.3 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


97.9 


99.6 


100.0 


99.3 


98.7 


99.3 


100.0 


99.3 


99.6 


99.6 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


99.5 


100.0 


100.0 


93.3 


93.3 


93.3 


99.5 


99.5 


99. 1 


99. 1 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


99.6 


99.4 


98.8 


98.5 


100.0 


100.0 


99.2 


99.2 


98.2 


99. 1 


97.4 


98.2 


100.0 


100.0 


98.8 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


99.5 


99.5 


96.7 


97.8 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


98.9 


99.2 


99.2 


96.9 


99.2 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


97.7 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


97.9 


100.0 


99.0 


97.9 


97.9 


100.0 


99.0 


99.0 


98. 1 


100.0 


100.0 


99.6 


100.0 


100.0 


98.7 


97.3 


97.3 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


98.0 


98.0 


98.0 


98.0 
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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PARTICIPATION RATES FOR FOURTH GRADE STUDENTS BY DISTRICT 
SCHOOL YEAR 1990-1991 



TOTAL STUDENTS PERCENT OF STUDENT PERCENT OF ELIGIBLE STUDENTS TESTED 

FOURTH-GRADE ELIGIBLE POP EXEMPT 



D 1 STR 1 CT 


POPULATION 


FOR TESTING 


FROM TESTING 


MATHEMATICS 


LANGUAGE ARTS 


WRITING 


READING 


SCOTLAND 


23 


22 


4.3 


100.0 


100.0 


95.5 


100.0 


SEYMOUR 


177 


159 


10.2 


100.0 


100.0 


99.4 


100.0 


SHARON 


25 


23 


8.0 


100.0 


100.0 


1C0.0 


100.0 


SHELTON 


367 


362 


6.5 


100.0 


99.2 


98.6 


98.6 


SHERMAN 


30 


30 


.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


SIMSBURY 


290 


263 


2.4 


99.6 


99.3 


99.3 


98.9 


SOMERS 


102 


98 


3.9 


100.0 


100.0 


96.0 


100.0 


SOUTH INGTON 


'♦37 


412 


5.7 


99.5 


99.3 


96. 1 


99.3 


SOUTH WINDSOR 


312 


306 


1.3 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


SPRAGUC 


26 


27^ 


3.6 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


STAFFORD 


166 


146' 


n.9 


100.0 


96.0 


93.9 


98.0 


STAMFORD 


670 


625 


5.2 


99.6 


99.9 


98. 1 


99.5 


STERLING 


39 


37 


5.1 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


STON INGTON 


153 


146 


4.6 


100.0 


100.0 


97.3 


100.0 


STRATFORD 


466 


461 


1.1 


99.6 


99.3 


98.7 


98.9 


SUFFtELD 


136 


136 


.0 


100.0 


100.0 


99.3 


100.0 


THOMASTON 


95 


90 


5.3 


100.0 


96.9 


97.8 


98.9 


THOMPSON 


127 


120 


5.5 


?9.2 


100.0 


100.0 


99.2 


TOLLAND 


149 


149 


.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


TORRI NGTON 


362 


349 


6.6 


100.0 


96.6 


96.6 


96.6 


TRUMBULL 


372 


365 


1.9 


99.7 


99.5 


99.2 


99.5 


UNION 


7 


7 


0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


VERNON 


336 


309 


8.0 


100.0 


99.7 


99.7 


99.4 


VOLUNTOWN 


35 


31 


11.4 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


WALLINGFORD 


451 


439 


2.7 


99.5 


100.0 


97.5 


96.9 


WATERBURY 


1,063 


924 


14.7 


99.9 


99.8 


98.7 


99.7 


WATERFORD 


171 


166 


2.9 


100.0 


100.0 


99.4 


100.0 


WATCRTOWN 


254 


232 


8.7 


100.0 


99.6 


99.6 


99.6 


WESTBROOK 


63 


63 


.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


WEST HARTFORD 


564 


551 


5.7 


99.6 


99. 1 


98.4 


98.7 


WEST HAVEN 


495 


441 


10.9 


99.6 


99.5 


98.9 


99.5 


WESTON 


95 


92 


3.2 


97.6 


96.9 


97.8 


96.7 


WESTPORT 


226 


219 


3.1 


99.5 


100.0 


100.0 


99.5 


WETHERSF lELD 


224 


213 


4.9 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


99.5 


WILLI NGTON 


59 


56 


5. 1 


100.0 


96.4 


100.0 


96.4 


WILTON 


212 


212 


.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


WINCHESTER 


137 


133 


2.9 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


Wt NOHAM 


272 


241 


11.4 


100.0 


99.2 


97.5 


99.2 


Wt NDSOR 


347 


339 


2.3 


99.4 


99.7 


99.7 


98.8 


WINDSOR LOCKS 


120 


113 


5.6 


100.0 


100.0 


99. 1 


100.0 


woLCorr 


147 


147 


.0 


100.0 


100.0 


99.3 


100.0 


WOODBRIDGE 


62 


62 


.0 


100.0 


100.0 


98.8 


98.8 


WOODSTOCK 


69 


86 


3.4 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


REG. DIST. NO. 06 


75 


72 


4.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


REG. DIST. NO. 10 


175 


166 


4.0 


100.0 


99.4 


99.4 


99.4 


REG. DIST. (,'0. 12 


67 


61 


6.9 


100.0 


100.0 


98.8 


100.0 


REG. DIST. NO. 13 


132 


131 


.6 


100. 


100.0 


98.5 


100.0 


REG. DIST. NO. 1<» 


126 


111 


13.3 


100. ( 


100.0 


99. 1 


100.0 


REG. DIST. NO. 15 


244 


233 


4.5 


100.0 


100.0 


99.6 


100.0 


REG. OlST. NO. 16 


148 


146 


1.4 


100.0 


100. r 


100.0 


99.3 


REG. DIST. NO. 17 


142 


133 


6.3 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


REG. DIST. NO. 16 


96 


90 


6.3 


100.0 


97.6 


96.7 


97.8 



PART tCt PAT ION RATCS FOR FOURTH GRADE STUDENTS BY DISTRICT 
SCHOOL YEAR 1990-1991 



TOTAL STUDENTS PERCENT OF STUDENT PERCENT OF ELIGIBLE STUDENTS TESTED 



DISTRICT 


POPULATION 


EL 1 y 1 dLE 
FOR TESTING 


POP EXEMPT 
FROM TESTING 


MATHEMATICS 


LANGUAGE AH . S 


WR 1 T 1 N6 


READING 


TOC 1 TOTAL 


7, 171 


6,3U4 


11.5 


98.6 


98.5 


95.6 


97.9 


TOC 2 TOTAL 


7, If 62 


7,027 


5.6 


99.6 


99.5 


98.7 


99.4 


TOC S TOTAL 




6,13i» 


6.3 


99.6 


99.5 


96.5 


99.0 


TOC % TOTAL 


6,730 


6,536 


2.9 


99.6 


99.7 


98.9 


99.5 


TOC 5 TOTAL 


3,891 


3,726 


4.2 


99.6 


99.4 


98.9 


99.2 


TOC 6 TOTAL 


2,665 


2,731 


5.3 








Qfi Q 

yo . y 


ERG 1 TOTAL 


2,093 


2,063 


1.4 


99.8 


99.5 


99.2 


99.2 


ERG 2 TOTAL 


6,0U1 


5,809 


3.8 


99.6 


99.5 


98.7 


99.4 


ERG 3 TOTAL 


3,896 


3,7UI» 


4.0 


99.9 


99.6 


99.0 


99.5 


ERG i» TOTAL 


5,U61 


5,2214 


4.3 


99.7 


99.5 


96.3 


99.0 


ERG 5 TOTAL 


U,727 




4.8 


99.6 


99.6 


98.6 


99.3 


ERG 6 TOTAL 


8,796 


8,567 


2.6 


99.8 


99.5 


98.6 


99.2 


ERG 7 TOTAL 


U,824 


4,595 


4.7 


96.5 


98. 1 


94.5 


97.3 


STATE TOTAL 


36,823 


3U,5O0 


6.3 


99.6 


99.3 


98.1 


99.0 
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Connecticut State 
Department of Education 



Program and Support Services 

Robert I. Margolin, Acting Deputy Cotninissioner 

Division of Research, Evaluation and Student Assessment 

Douglas A. Rindone, Acting Director 

Bureau of Evaluation and Student Assessment 

Peter Behuniak, Acting Chief 

Student Assessment and Testing Unit 

William J. Congero, Acting Coordinator 

Richard Cloud 

Naomi Wise 
Education Service Specialists 

Patricia Brandt 
John B. Rogers 
Education Service Assistants 

Richard F. Mooney, Senior Program Associate 

Stephen Martin, Assessment Associate 



Division of Curriculum and 
Professional Development 

Betty Sternberg, Director 

Steven Leinwand 
Mari Muri 
Mathematics Consultants 

Karen Costello 
Reading/Language Arts Consultant 



It IS the policy of the Connecticut State Board of Education tfiat no person shr.ii be excluded 
from participation in, denied the benefits of, or otherwise discriminated against under at.v 
progiam, including employment, because of race, color, reliRion, sex, age, national origin, 
ancestry, marital status, mental retardation, mental or physical disabiUty. includitir, but not 
^ hmited to blindness. 

^ BEST COPY AVAILABLE 




ERIC 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



